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FOREWORD

This document provides EPA's responses to public comments on EPA's Proposed Mandatory
Greenhouse Gas Reporting Rule. EPA published a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in the
Federal Register on April 10, 2009 (74 FR 16448). EPA received comments on this proposed
rule via mail, e-mail, facsimile, and at two public hearings held in Washington, DC and
Sacramento, California in April 2009. Copies of all comments submitted are available at the
EPA Docket Center Public Reading Room. Comments letters and transcripts of the public
hearings are also available electronically through http://www.regulations.gov by searching
Docket ID EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508.

Due to the size and scope of this rulemaking, EPA prepared this document in multiple volumes,
with each volume focusing on a different broad subject area of the rule. This volume of the
document provides EPA's responses to the significant public comments received for 40 CFR Part
98, Subpart C -- General Stationary Fuel Combustion Sources.

Each volume provides the verbatim text of comments extracted from the original letter or public
hearing transcript. For each comment, the name and affiliation of the commenter, the document
control number (DCN) assigned to the comment letter, and the number of the comment excerpt is
provided. In some cases the same comment excerpt was submitted by two or more commenters
either by submittal of a form letter prepared by an organization or by the commenter
incorporating by reference the comments in another comment letter. Rather than repeat these
comment excerpts for each commenter, EPA has listed the comment excerpt only once and
provided a list of all the commenters who submitted the same form letter or otherwise
incorporated the comments by reference in table(s) at the end of each volume (as appropriate).

EPA's responses to comments are generally provided immediately following each comment
excerpt. However, in instances where several commenters raised similar or related issues, EPA
has grouped these comments together and provided a single response after the first comment
excerpt in the group and referenced this response in the other comment excerpts. In some cases,
EPA provided responses to specific comments or groups of similar comments in the Preamble to
the final rulemaking. Rather than repeating those responses in this document, EPA has
referenced the Preamble.

While every effort was made to include the significant comments related to 40 CFR Part 98,
Subpart C -- General Stationary Fuel Combustion Sources in this volume, some comments
inevitably overlap multiple subject areas. For comments that overlapped two or more subject
areas, EPA assigned the comment to a single subject category based on an assessment of the
principle subject of the comment. For this reason, EPA encourages the public to read the other
volumes of this document with subject areas that may be relevant to 40 CFR Part 98, Subpart C -
- General Stationary Fuel Combustion Sources.
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1. DEFINITION OF SOURCE CATEGORY

Commenter Name: Karen St. John

Commenter Affiliation: BP America Inc. (BP)

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0631.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 34

Comment: Continuous Emissions Monitoring System §98.6 (p. 16618): EPA's definition of
CEMS includes a requirement for "readings every 15 minutes" which is not appropriate for a
definition.

Response: See the Preamble and separate comment response document volumes for the
response on the general monitoring approach and general recordkeeping requirements.

The commenter does not claim that the frequency of readings by equipment qualifying as a
CEMS should be different than at least once every 15 minutes, but rather claims that a
requirement for readings every 15 minutes is "not appropriate" to include in a definition. EPA
rejects this comment because it is certainly reasonable to include, in the definition of a term
(CEMS) that, on its face, includes the concept of "continuous" monitoring, a performance
specification concerning frequency of monitored readings. Moreover, this performance
specification has been used in defining "CEMS" in the Acid Rain Program since the program
began in 1995 and, in conjunction with other elements of the monitoring requirements in that
program, has resulted in a high level of data quality and consistency.

Commenter Name: Randall R. LaBauve

Commenter Affiliation: Florida Power & Light (FPL) Group
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0624.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 12

Comment: Proposed §§98.30 and 98.40 would exempt portable equipment and emergency
generators from GHG emission reporting requirements. Due to the minimal GHG emissions
expected from such equipment, FPL Group supports the equipment's exemption from the
proposed reporting requirements. However, we believe that EPA has crafted the proposed
exemption too narrowly. Under proposed §§98.30 and 98.40, only portable equipment and
emergency generators that are designated as emergency generators in a permit issued by a state
or local air pollution control agency would be exempt from the reporting requirements of the
regulation. FPL Group believes that the permit designation restriction is unnecessary. Because
GHG emissions from such equipment are generally minimal, and because exempt emergency
generators would already be required to meet the specifications listed in the definition of
"emergency generators" under proposed §98.6, there is no reason to add a further restriction that
the equipment be listed in a permit. Some states exempt emergency generators from
construction or operating permits if certain operating criteria are met. For example, in Wisconsin
an emergency electric generator means "an electric generator whose purpose is to provide
electricity to a facility if normal electrical service is interrupted and which is operated no more
than 200 hours per year." Wis. ADMIN. CODE NR 400.02(56). An emergency electrical
generator fitting this definition is exempt from construction or operating permit requirements
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provided it is "powered by internal combustion engines which are fueled by gaseous fuels,
gasoline or distillate fuel oil with an electric output of less than 3,000 kilowatts." Wis. ADMIN.
CODE NR 406.04(1)(w) and 407.03(1)(u)). As a result of such state exemptions, emergency
generators may be designated as emergency generators by the state, but not included in the state
or local air pollution control agency permit. For these reasons, FPL Group believes that
proposed §§98.30 and 98.40 should be revised to simply state that portable equipment and
emergency generators that meet the definition of "emergency generators" under §98.6 are
excluded from the proposed reporting requirements of applicable source categories. Ata
minimum, EPA should expand the exemption to apply not only to emergency generators that are
exempted by permit but also to emergency generators that are exempted from permitting.

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to exclude the
prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator
and emergency equipment in §98.6.

Commenter Name: Edward N. Saccoccia

Commenter Affiliation: Praxair Inc.

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0977.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 1

Comment: The proposed rule appropriately excludes minor combustion sources from the
definition of the Stationary Fuel Combustion source category, in particular process safety flares.
Praxair supports this effort to minimize the burden on regulated facilities, as these units typically
have very low emissions, typically do not have measured flow rates, and do not make a
substantial impact on the total greenhouse gas inventory. Where flaring operations are a routine
operating control of a facility, such as in refineries, EPA has explicitly included emission
estimation and reporting requirements. Clarify that flare emissions should only be included in
the calculations of Subpart C of the rule if another subpart of the rule explicitly requires such
emission calculation and reporting. Flare emissions should be otherwise excluded categorically
or as a de minimis source.

Response: EPA has revised the language of the final rule to expand the list of exempted source
categories to include flares as defined in §98.6, except where required to report by provisions of
another subpart of Part 98 (see §98.30(b)).

Commenter Name: See Table 5

Commenter Affiliation:

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0480.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 41

Comment: Section §98.30(b) excludes emergency generators from the Subpart C source
category. However, §98.30(b) indicates that the generators need to be designated as emergency
generators in a permit issued by a state or local air pollution control agency. The permitting
requirement should be removed from this provision. Requirements differ for different
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jurisdictions. For example, units with a rating below a certain size may not be included in a
permit. Thus, the small emergency units that EPA is attempting to exempt are exactly the type
that is most likely to not be in a permit, because states are more likely to not require permits for
small units. Section §98.30(b) should simply exempt portable and emergency units and delete
the qualifying phrase related to permitting. Additional clarification on engine classification may
be warranted, but the permit requirement must be deleted from the rule to avoid applicability for
many small, emergency engines.

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. Without further elucidation of what clarification on
engine classication is sought, EPA is unable to respond to such a general comment. EPA has
also revised the rule language to exclude the prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer
to the full definitions of emergency generator and emergency equipment in §98.6.

Commenter Name: Rich Raiders

Commenter Affiliation: Arkema Inc.

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0511.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 40

Comment: Some facilities using liquid or solid fuels only track fuel usage on an as-delivered
basis. These facilities collect fuel data upon receipt of each shipment of fuel oil or coal, and
assume that all purchased fuel is consumed in the year of purchase. This step occurs because
these facilities, some of whom will likely become subject to Part 98, have not needed to install
accurate liquid or solid fuel measurement systems. Also, operators of emergency generators
sometimes track fuel usage as a function of run time, where the fuel usage is estimated by the
total run time multiplied by the maximum hourly rated fuel usage. EPA should authorize this
approach for emergency generators, portable temporary generators used for short time periods at
a facility, and smaller internal combustion engines not equipped with Subpart C fuel
measurement systems. Many of these systems are used by a facility during maintenance events,
emergencies, or other short-term purposes, and are shipped as packaged units without the
customer/report being able to modify the system. If EPA does not exempt emergency generators
or small internal combustion engines from reporting, EPA should allow these standard emission
estimation methods to be used for portable generators or similar units. Also, EPA should defer
to the September 6, 1995 emergency generator guidance describing EPA's approach to
emergency generator use. http://www.epa.gov/ttn/oarpg/tS/memoranda/emgen.pdf EPA's
policy, which can be adjusted by the local permitting authorities as required, recommended 500
hours per year as an appropriate threshold for the appropriate operating time for emergency
generators. Part 98 should not seek to overturn this memo, where the permitting authorities have
made a series of decisions based on this historic EPA decision. EPA should presumptively
exempt emergency generators properly authorized by the appropriate permitting authority from
this reporting rule.

Response: See the Preamble, Section II. K., and response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-
0508-0423.2 excerpt 40 for the response on de minimis reporting for small emission points.

EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, has excluded other emergency
equipment, as defined in §98.6, and has revised the language to remove the prerequisite for a
3



state or local permit. Portable equipment, as defined in §98.6, is also exempt from reporting.
Other small stationary combustion sources may use the calculation methods provided in Tier 1 or
Tier 2, and stationary combustion sources using homogenous fuels like natural gas and diesel oil
may use Tier 2. Both of these tiers allow facilities to determine fuel use based on company
records, and do not require the direct measurement of fuel flow.

Commenter Name: Rich Raiders

Commenter Affiliation: Arkema Inc.

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0511.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 39

Comment: EPA should explicitly state that facilities do not need to report fuel use for comfort
heating and hot water heater (for personal use) purposes. Some facilities may not have accurate
flow meters measuring domestic hot water heaters and comfort heaters, and compliance with the
Subpart C provisions are not appropriate for these types of units. Smaller facilities should also
have the option of using site-wide gas consumption meters in lieu of individual commodity fuel
metering.

Response: See the Preamble and separate comment response document volume for the response
on monitoring and QA/QC requirements, and de minimis reporting for small emission points.

In preparation of the final rule, EPA has revised many sections of the rule that may be relevant to
this comment. First, in order to reduce the burden of compliance, EPA has explicitly allowed for
the use of company records to determine fuel consumption. EPA has also removed the
cumulative 250 mmBtu/hr restriction on unit aggregation, and has clarified the common pipe
reporting option. In §98.30, EPA has expanded the list of sources excluded from coverage;
however, this expansion does not include comfort heating and hot water (for personal use)
purposes, and as such, these activities would be included under Subpart C for facilities that are
required to comply with Part 98.

Commenter Name: Michael DiMauro

Commenter Affiliation: Massachusetts Municipal Wholesale Electric Company (MMWEC)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0580

Comment Excerpt Number: 4

Comment: EPA should re-consider its decision to not exempt small and/or low utilization
stationary combustion units from GHG Reporting. Rather it is proposed that a DeMinimus
category be established that would include combustion units with a design heat input < 20-5 0
MMBtu/hr and/or units that have limited utilization (e.g. < 25%). Alternatively this Deminimus
category could be defined by a CO; emission restriction of perhaps 100 tons/year, to be
demonstrated by simple estimation methods. Units satisfying these Deminimus criteria would be
exempt from GHG Reporting.

Response: See the Preamble and separate comment response document volume for the response
on de minimis reporting for small emission points.



EPA has expanded the list of exempted source categories to include portable equipment,
emergency generators, other emergency equipment, irrigation well devices, and flares. EPA has
also removed the cumulative 250 mmBtu/hr restriction on unit aggregation and clarified the use
of the common pipe alternative reporting provision, and believes that the expanded availability
of these options, which would allow site-wide gas consumption meters, will reduce the reporting
burden on facilities.

Commenter Name: Karen St. John

Commenter Affiliation: BP America Inc. (BP)

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0631.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 37

Comment: Emergency generator §98.6 (p. 16620): The definition of 'Emergency generator'
states "the hours of operation per calendar year for performance testing shall not exceed 100
hours." BP requests that the specification of hours be removed from the definition of emergency
generators. It is not reasonable to limit the number of hours.

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. The final rule eliminates the 100 hour limitation for
emergency generators. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator and emergency
equipment in §98.6. ""

Commenter Name: Sarah E. Amick

Commenter Affiliation: The Rubber Manufacturers Association (RMA)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0647.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 4

Comment: RMA opposes the requirement that facilities report electricity generated from
portable and emergency generators. Portable and emergency generators are operated during a
limited time per year. In fact, EPA's proposed National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air
Pollutants for Reciprocating Internal Combustion Engines (RICE MACT) would reduce the
regulatory burden based on the limited operation of these emergency generators to 100 hours per
year. (74 Fed. Reg. 9698). Requiring data regarding electricity generated from these types of
engines is burdensome and creates no environmental benefit.

Response: EPA agrees with the commenter, and the final rule maintains the exclusion of
emergency generators, eliminates the 100-hour limitation for emergency generators, has
excluded other emergency equipment, as defined in §98.6, and has revised the rule language to
remove the prerequisite for a state or local permit. Portable equipment, as defined in §98.6, is
also exempt from reporting. This exemption applies to both Subpart C and Subpart D.




Commenter Name: See Table 5

Commenter Affiliation:

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0480.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 34

Comment: INGAA supports the aggregation approaches for unit-level reporting identified in
§98.36(c). §98.36(c)(1) allows aggregate reporting for up to 250 MMBtu/hr of combustion
sources at a facility and §98.36(c)(3) allows multiple gas-fired or oil-fired units fed through a
common fuel line to report insignificant affect on facility emissions. Affected sources are faced
with significant implementation challenges due to the breadth and timing of the Proposed Rule,
and the additional burden associated with reporting trivial emissions is not warranted. INGAA
recommends that a 10 MMBtu/hr exemption threshold be included in the rule for combustion
sources.

Response: See the Preamble and separate comment response document volume for the response
on de minimis reporting for small emission points.

EPA appreciates the commenter's support of the reporting alternatives provided in §98.36(c).
The final rule includes further clarification and flexibility regarding aggregation and common
pipe provisions that will reduce the burden on sources. First, in order to reduce the burden of
compliance, EPA has explicitly allowed for the use of company records to determine fuel
consumption. EPA has also removed the cumulative 250 mmBtu/hr restriction on unit
aggregation, and has clarified the common pipe reporting option. In §98.30, EPA has expanded
the list of sources excluded from coverage. These sources would be included under Subpart C
for facilities that are required to comply with Part 98.

Commenter Name: Fiji George

Commenter Affiliation: El Paso Corporation

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0398.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 33

Comment: Addressing flares in Subpart C would ensure consistent treatment of this equipment
in each industry segment and would be a step toward streamlining the regulation.

Response: EPA has revised the language of the final rule to exclude flares as defined in §98.6
from reporting under Subpart C, except where required to report by provisions of another subpart
of Part 98 (see §98.30(b)). EPA believes that this revised language is appropriate because it will
require emissions to be reported for major flare sources (such as refinery flares), while sparing
the expense of reporting emissions for small miscellaneous flare sources.




Commenter Name: Patrick J. Nugent

Commenter Affiliation: Texas Pipeline Association (TPA)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0460.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 25

Comment: TPA recommends the use of two separate thresholds. TPA supports the inclusion of
a MMBtu/hr threshold for combustion sources, but we recommend that there be two such
thresholds: (1) a 50 MMBtu/hr threshold for sources combusting natural gas only, and (2) the 30
MMBtu/hr threshold for all other combustion sources. The proposed 30 MMBtu/hr threshold is
evidently based on the combustion of utility coal based on data from a July 7, 2008
memorandum from Leif Hockstad on "Maximum rated heat input capacity compared to 25,000
MMTCO;e threshold." See docket item EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0049. Using the same data
from that memorandum for natural gas combustion, a 50 MMBtu/hr threshold would equate to
23,240 MMTCOe, which is less than the 25,000 threshold.

Response: See the Preamble and separate comment response document volume for the response
on selection of the threshold See the Preamble, Section II. E., and response to comment EPA-
HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0350.1 excerpt 3 for additional explanation of the selection and form of
thresholds..

EPA acknowledges the concerns of the commenter, but will continue to use the 25,000 metric
ton CO,e threshold for facilities that only include stationary combustion equipment. The 30
mmBtu/hr provision, as described in §98.2(a)(3)(ii) of the general provisions, is not a separate
threshold, but was given to provided guidance to smaller facilities that might not be subject to
applicability determinations.

Commenter Name: Ron Downey

Commenter Affiliation: LWB Refractories

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0719.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 25

Comment: 40 C.F.R. 98.33 and Table C-1 require sources to include biomass fuel emissions in
the emissions calculation for stationary fuel combustion sources. LWB believes that biomass
should be excluded from the emissions calculation for stationary fuel combustion sources
because biomass offsets carbon emission from fossil fuel combustion and is also considered
carbon neutral. See link: http://www.eia.doe.gov/oiaf/1605/coefficients.html. NLA proposes
that biomass (which does not encompass municipal solid waste) be excluded from the emissions
calculation for stationary fuel combustion sources because use of biomass fuel reduces GHG
emissions and biomass emissions are not included in determining whether a source meets the
emissions threshold. 40 C.F.R 98.33.

Response: See the response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0690.1 excerpt 1
corresponding to Section II. of the Preamble, and the response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-
0508-0631.1 excerpt 71 corresponding to Subpart C for additional explanation of the reporting of
biogenic CO; emissions.



While EPA has decided to track biogenic emissions separately, they still must be included in the
total CO, emissions reported. EPA believes that it is clear in the revised §98.2 that CO,
emissions from biogenic fuels do not count toward the 25,000 metric ton threshold for reporting
for stationary combustion units, although CH4 and N,O emissions from biogenic fuels must be
considered. In this rule, EPA does not assess carbon neutrality or offsets.

Commenter Name: Sam Chamberlain

Commenter Affiliation: Murphy Oil Corporation

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0625
Comment Excerpt Number: 25

Comment: "EPA is proposing to not require reporting of emissions from portable equipment or
generating units designated as emergency generators in a permit issued by a state or local air
pollution control agency. We request comment on whether or not a permit should be required
for these emergency generators." (Preamble, p. 174) The exclusion should be not just for
permitted emergency generators, but for non-permitted emergency equipment (such as fixed
firewater pumps or non-permitted emergency generators). During Murphy turnarounds, or
emergency situations after hurricanes along the Texas/Louisiana Gulf Coast, there is a priority
need to get these generators on line as soon as possible in order to provide for the safety and
well-being of the citizens of the USA. In these crisis situations, getting fuel supplies to the
consumer is critical. Taking the time, energy, effort and resources to determine if specific
generators are permitted or not, seems to be an overzealous action that removes the protection
and welfare of our citizens, while trying to respond to an emergency. EPA should not require the
reporting of emergency generators under any circumstances.

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the
prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator
and emergency equipment in §98.6.

Commenter Name: See Table 7

Commenter Affiliation:

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0412.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 24

Comment: GPA opposes requiring the reporting of GHG emissions from temporary or portable
equipment. Temporary or portable equipment is generally used for such limited periods during
the year that the burden of monitoring, recordkeeping and reporting data from temporary or
portable equipment is disproportionate to the value of the data collected.

Response: EPA agrees with the commenter, and has exempted from reporting portable
equipment, as defined in §98.6 in the final rule language.




Commenter Name: Fiji George

Commenter Affiliation: El Paso Corporation

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0398.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 38

Comment: El Paso supports the exclusion of emissions associated with emergency generators,
portable and temporary emissions units as defined under §98.6 from the proposed emissions
requirements under §98.30. However, the exclusion should be expanded beyond equipment
designated as emergency in air permits issued by state or local air pollution control agencies. It
should be noted that some emergency equipment may not require air permitting. It would take
considerable amount of effort and time from the regulated facilities and air pollution control
agencies to modify existing air permits to include these small units. El Paso recommends that
the exclusion be expanded to include any units represented as emergency units in the air permit
applications or correspondence to air pollution control agencies providing that these units are
operated as emergency units and the companies maintain adequate operating records to prove
emergency status of these units. The level of effort undertaken to document these emissions if it
were to be reported is unwarranted.

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the
prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator
and emergency equipment in §98.6.

Commenter Name: Jack Gehring et al.

Commenter Affiliation: Caterpillar Inc.

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0499.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 8

Comment: Caterpillar supports EPA's proposal (Section V (C), "General Stationary
Combustion Sources") to not require reporting of GHG emissions from already-permitted (by
state/local authorities) portable equipment or generating units designated as emergency
generators, but requests that EPA broaden the scope of this exemption to include manufacturers'
families of such emergency engines. Existing EPA regulations (the NSPS for Stationary
Combustion-Ignition Engines) already required emergency engine certification when Tier 4
begins. Use of these engines will be limited by the NSPS to emergency service and associated
testing only, and have specific emissions limits and unique labeling requirements. Because of
the certification requirements, specific emissions limits and use restrictions in existing EPA
regulations, Caterpillar requests that eligibility for this EPA exemption not depend upon
state/local authority permit coverage, especially since the exemption thresholds in non-major
source state permitting schemes vary widely, and eligibility for the exemption would be difficult
for both manufacturers and customers to determine. Accordingly, Caterpillar requests that EPA
broaden the scope of this exemption to include manufacturers' families of affected emergency
engines. At minimum, however, EPA should retain the proposed exemptions for engines
permitted by state/local authorities.

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the
9



prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator
and emergency equipment in §98.6.

Commenter Name: Anonymous

Commenter Affiliation: None

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0166
Comment Excerpt Number: 6

Comment: Consider excluding all diesel generators if they operate under a 500 hour per year
threshold, regardless if whether they are classified as "emergency only" gensets. Note the 500
hour limit is based on EPA guidance for PTE on emergency generators.

Response: See the Preamble for the response on de minimis reporting for small emission points,
which includes a discussion on small combustion devices that are not emergency generators.

Because of the need for comprehensive, national greenhouse gas emissions data, the final rule
provides only limited exclusions from the reporting requirements. In light of this need for
comprehensive data, EPA has instead taken the approach of limiting the exclusions but allowing
reporting methods that provide data of a sufficient level of quality and consistency for the
purposes of this rule but that reduce the reporting burden on reporters. For example, in the final
rule, EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, has removed for such
generators the 100-hour limitation and the requirement of designation in a state or local permit,
and has excluded other emergency equipment from reporting. See §98.6, which includes
definitions of emergency generator and emergency equipment. Diesel generators that operate
under 500 hours per year are not necessarily for emergency use only but may operate for other
purposes, and, particularly since the generators can be of widely varying sizes, the GHG
emissions from these generators cannot be assumed to be, and treated as, insignificant. While
this category of sources is, for the above-discussed reasons, not excluded from reporting, the
final rule allows the use of an aggregation of units method found in §98.36(c)(1) for reporting
multiple combustion devices individually rated at 250 mmBtu/hr or less that reduces the burden
to the reporter in accounting for small combustion devices that are not emergency generators.
Other small stationary combustion sources may use the calculation methods provided in Tier 1 or
Tier 2 in the rule. In particular, stationary combustion sources using homogenous fuels like
natural gas and diesel oil may use the calculation methods provided in Tier 2.

Commenter Name: Andrew C. Lawrence

Commenter Affiliation: Department of Energy (DOE)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0612.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 12

Comment: Many complex facilities subject to the reporting rule under §98.2(a)(1), (a)(2), or
(a)(3) will be required to inventory a large number of small combustion units covered by the
rule. DOE believes a size threshold is needed in the stationary combustion source category to
reduce undue cost burden while still achieving the goal of obtaining GHG data of sufficient
quality that it can be used to support a range of future climate change policies and regulations.
DOE recommends that the source definition in Subpart C be aligned to match the intent of the
rule to focus on large emitters and to clarify the sources subject to the rule. In particular, this
10



should include definitions for commercial and residential fuel combustion sources; exclude
residential units from the source category; and set a capacity threshold for commercial-size units,
such as 10 million British Thermal Units, (the current exemption from the Boiler maximum
achievable control technology (MACT) and for many state Title V programs), that are excluded
from the source.

Response: See the Preamble for the response on de minimis reporting for small emission points.

EPA agrees that residential sources should not be included in the category of stationary fuel
combustion sources and notes that §98.30 does not include residential sources. That section
states that stationary fuel combustion sources are "devices that combust solid, liquid, or gaseous
fuel, generally for the purposes of producing electricity, generating steam, or providing useful
heat or energy for industrial, commercial, or institutional use, or reducing the volume of waste by
removing combustible matter" (emphasis added).

EPA does not agree that a size threshold for reporting for commercial sources is warranted.
Because of the need for comprehensive, national greenhouse gas emissions data, the final rule
provides only limited exclusions from the reporting requirements. In light of this need for
comprehensive data, EPA has instead taken the approach of limiting the exclusions but allowing
reporting methods that provide data of a sufficient level of quality and consistency for the
purposes of this rule but that reduce the reporting burden on reporters. For example, EPA has
excluded from the reporting requirements emergency generators and other emergency
equipment, but has not adopted a 10 mmBtu/hr capacity threshold for commercial units. Such
commercial units may be routinely used, and so the GHG emissions from these units cannot be
assumed to be, and treated as, insignificant. While this category of sources is, for the reasons
discussed above, not excluded from reporting, the final rule removes the cumulative 250
mmBtu/hr restriction on unit aggregation and clarifies the common pipe reporting option. The
rule also explicitly allows for the use of company records to determine fuel consumption.

Commenter Name: Kelly R. Carmichael

Commenter Affiliation: NiSource

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-1080.2
Comment Excerpt Number: 11

Comment: NiSource agrees with EPA for proposing to not require reporting of GHG emissions
from portable equipments and generating units designated as emergency generators. However,
EPA should eliminate the state and local permit requirement attached to this exemption.
Requirements differ for different jurisdictions. Based on the experience of NiSource operating in
more than 10 states, the state permit requirements vary considerably within our operations. The
definition of emergency generator also varies in air pollution control programs from state to
state. NiSource requests that EPA should clarify that portable equipments and emergency
generators are exempt from every source category, including electricity generation.

Response: EPA has revised the rule language to remove the requirement for a state or local
permit to be attached to the exemption for portable or emergency generating equipment. Please
refer to the full definitions of emergency generator and emergency equipment in §98.6. This
exemption applies to the electricity generation source category, as well as the general stationary
combustion source category.
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Commenter Name: Sarah E. Amick

Commenter Affiliation: The Rubber Manufacturers Association (RMA)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0647.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 10

Comment: Subpart C of the proposed rule excludes emissions reporting from portable
equipment or generating units designated as emergency generators in a permit issued by a state
or local air pollution control agency. EPA requested comment on whether or not a permit should
be required for these emergency generators (74 Fed. Reg. at 16480). RMA believes this
requirement is too restrictive. Many tire industry facilities have pumps that are integral
components of facility fire suppression systems. The pumps are often driven by diesel-fired
internal combustion engines. These engines would typically meet the proposed definition of
emergency generators. However, since they are considered emergency equipment, they are often
excluded from state and local air permit requirements. In fact, typically, these engines need not
even be included in air permit applications. Furthermore, when such equipment is included in an
air permit it is unlikely to be designated specifically as an "emergency generator." Thus, the
proposed requirement that such equipment be designated as emergency generators in an air
permit, would fail to exclude the majority of such equipment. Therefore, RMA recommends that
the proposed requirement be revised to exclude emissions reporting from portable equipment or
generating units that operate in compliance with state or local air pollution control agency
requirements.

Response: EPA has revised the rule language to remove the prerequisite for a state or local
permit for emergency generators. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator and
emergency equipment in §98.6.

Commenter Name: Chris Hornback

Commenter Affiliation: National Association of Clean Water Agencies (NACWA)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0566.1

Comment Excerpt Number: 10

Comment: Additional clarification is needed on the scope of the combustion units that must be
included. Are units that are currently considered insignificant activities under Title V required to
be included? For example, are small boilers or furnaces using natural gas to heat office space
required to be included when calculating total facility emissions for comparison against the
threshold?

Response: See the Preamble for the response on de minimis reporting for small emission points.

EPA has revised the final rule to clarify the definition of the stationary combustion source
category. EPA intends that this source category will capture combustion sources that are not
associated with another source category as defined in the rule. The commenter should consider
§98.2(a)(3) about whether the facility needs to report under the rule, and §98.30 in order to
determine whether specific units should be included in emissions calculations.
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Commenter Name: Verne Shortell

Commenter Affiliation: NRG Energy, Inc.

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0634.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 2

Comment: This section can be read to mean that only portable equipment and emergency
generators that are included in a site permit (NSR, PSD, Title V) are exempt from the reporting
requirements of the regulation. Since GHG emissions from such equipment should be minimal
and emergency generators are only exempt from reporting if they meet the specifications listed in
the definition (§98.6; page 16620), there is no reason to add a further requirement that the
equipment be listed in a permit. This section should be revised to state that portable equipment
and emergency generators meeting the definition in Section 98.6 are exempt from the GHG
reporting requirements.

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the
prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator
and emergency equipment in §98.6. Portable equipment, as defined in §98.6, is also exempt
from reporting.

Commenter Name: Kelly R. Carmichael

Commenter Affiliation: NiSource

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-1080.2
Comment Excerpt Number: 9

Comment: After review of Part 98.30, it appears that a "combustion source" and a "device" are
synonymous, but then there is no further clarification. EPA needs to explain the difference
between a "combustion source" and a "device."

Response: In response to the comments, EPA does not believe that any additional language is
needed to address the differences between the terms "combustion source," "combustion unit,"
and "device," as they are used in Subpart C. As stated in §98.30 of the final rule, "Stationary
fuel combustion sources are devices that combust solid, liquid, or gaseous fuel, generally for the
purposes of producing electricity, generating steam, or providing useful heat or energy for
industrial, commercial, or institutional use, or reducing the volume of waste by removing
combustible matter." The use of the word "device" is not limited in any way by the definition of
the source category, general stationary fuel combustion. "Source" refers to those devices that do
meet the provisions of the definition of the source category, as presented in §98.30. "Unit"
generally describes a device that could be subject to the reporting requirements (were it to meet
the specifications listed in §98.30).
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Commenter Name: Thomas Siegrist

Commenter Affiliation: Koch Nitrogen Company LLC
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0351.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 16

Comment: The Proposed Rule would not require reporting of emissions from portable
equipment or generating units designated as emergency generators in a permit issued by a state
or local air pollution control agency (proposed §98.30(b)). KNC strongly agrees that reporting
of GHG emissions from such sources would not significantly improve the accuracy of a GHG
emissions inventory; however the proposed requirement that such units must be included in a
state or local air permit in order for their emissions to be excluded is not warranted. If inclusion
of the entire class of such sources would not significantly affect the accuracy of an emissions
inventory, inclusion of a sub-set of that class would be even less meaningful. Moreover, many
air permitting agencies simply exempt emergency generators from permitting requirements, and
EPA has approved such permitting exemptions in numerous state implementation plans. As
written, the Proposed Rule would require reporting for all emergency generators located in those
states, creating disparate reporting on similarly situated equipment in different states. For these
reasons, EPA should revise the proposed exclusion to include not only equipment designated in
an air permit but also all portable equipment and all equipment used in emergency service that is
exempt from air permit requirements by the rules of the applicable state or local air pollution
control agency.

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the
prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator
and emergency equipment in §98.6. Portable equipment, as defined in §98.6, is also exempt
from reporting.

Commenter Name: Stephen B. Kemp

Commenter Affiliation: Occidental Chemical Corporation (OCC)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0644.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 7

Comment: In Section V.C. of the preamble to the proposed rule (74 FR 68, page 16480), the
following is stated: "EPA is proposing to not require reporting of emissions from portable
equipment or generating units designated as emergency generators in a permit issued by a state
or local air pollution control agency. We request comment on whether or not a permit should be
required for these emergency generators." EPA need not require that portable and emergency
equipment and units be authorized by a permit in order to be exempt from the GHG reporting
rule. The use of portable or emergency generators in the State of Texas, for example, is
generally authorized by a Permit-By-Rule, and depending on the capacity of the unit, may not
require the submittal of a state-specific form or document, or any receipt of confirmation from
the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality. While OCC has not undertaken an exhaustive
review of other state rules or requirements, we believe that other similar types of regulatory
authorizations exist. We support the exclusion of portable and emergency generators from the
definition of Stationary Fuel Combustion Sources. However, we believe that the language
proposed at §98.40(b) should read as follows: (b) This source category does not include portable
14



equipment or generating units designated as emergency generators issued as authorized by a
State or local air pollution control agency's rules or requirements.

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the
prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator
and emergency equipment in §98.6.

Commenter Name: Paul L. Carpinone

Commenter Affiliation: Tampa Electric Company (TECO)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0717.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 7

Comment: Proposed §93.30 and §98.40 exempt portable equipment and emergency generators
from GHG emission reporting requirements. Due to the minimal GHG emissions expected from
such equipment, Tampa Electric supports the equipment's exemption from the proposed
reporting requirement. Because GHG emissions from such equipment are generally minimal,
and because exempt emergency generators would already be required to meet the specifications
listed in the definition of "emergency generators" under proposed §98.6, there is no reason to add
a further restriction that the equipment be listed in a permit. In summary, for those units that
meet the definition of "emergency generator" under §98.6 should be excluded from the proposed
reporting requirements of applicable source categories due to their minimal GHG emission
contribution.

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the
prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator
and emergency equipment in §98.6. Portable equipment, as defined in §98.6, is also exempt
from reporting.

Commenter Name: Vince Brisini

Commenter Affiliation: RRI Energy Inc. (RRI)

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0618.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 6

Comment: RRI supports the exemption of portable equipment and emergency generators from
GHG emission reporting requirements, but requests that U.S. EPA expand the exemption to
include "limited-use generators." These generators, or "peaking units," are only used during
times of peak electricity demand. Due to their limited use, minimal GHG emissions should be
expected from such equipment. U.S. EPA has previously established precedence for exempting
limited-use generators from a variety of monitoring and reporting requirements or emission
limits (e.g., 40 CFR 60 Subpart Db NSPS for Industrial-Commercial-Institutional Steam
Generating Units and 40 CFR 63 Subpart ZZZZ NESHAP for Stationary RICE). RRI proposes
that limited-use generators be defined as those with a maximum annual heat input capacity factor
of 5 percent for the purposes of GHG reporting requirements.
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Response: See the response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0516.1 excerpt 10 for
additional explanation of the treatment of load-shedding and peak-shaving units.

EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other emergency
equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to exclude the prerequisite for
a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definition of emergency generator in §98.6:
peaking units are not considered emergency generators.

Commenter Name: John H. Skinner

Commenter Affiliation: Solid Waste Association of North America (SWANA)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0659.1

Comment Excerpt Number: 5

Comment: We support the exemption for portable equipment and generating units designated
as emergency generators in a permit issued by a state or local air pollution control agency.

Response: EPA appreciates the commenter's support. EPA has maintained the exclusion of
emergency generators, and has excluded other emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has
also revised the rule language to remove the prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer
to the full definitions of emergency generator and emergency equipment in §98.6. Portable
equipment, as defined in §98.6, is also exempt from reporting.

Commenter Name: Andrew C. Lawrence

Commenter Affiliation: Department of Energy (DOE)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0612.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 5

Comment: In section 98.30(b) of Subpart C — General Stationary Fuel Combustion Sources, a
reporting exemption is proposed for portable equipment or generating units designated as
emergency generators, if such equipment is included in a permit issued by a state or local air
agency. DOE recommends that this requirement be modified to include equipment exempted
from state permitting requirements. In many state and local air permit programs, emergency
generators are specifically exempt from new source and Title V permit requirements through
state rules, most of which are part of the State Implementation Plan (SIP). Although new
generator engines may be regulated under a new source performance standard (NSPS), many
sites continue to employ electrical generating equipment exempt from or not regulated by the
NSPS. If necessary, EPA could mirror state rules and develop an exemption level wherein
engines using certain fuels, (e.g., natural gas, fuel oil), are exempt if below a certain horsepower
and restricted to a certain number of hours of use.

Response: See the Preamble for the response on de minimis reporting for small emission points.
EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other emergency

equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the prerequisite for
a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator and emergency

equipment in §98.6.
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Commenter Name: Scott Davis

Commenter Affiliation: Arizona Public Service (APS)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0639.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 5

Comment: EPA states in the preamble that they are "... proposing to not require reporting of
emissions from portable equipment or generating units designated as emergency generators in a
permit issued by the state or local air pollution control agency." EPA is also requesting
comments on whether or not a permit should be required for emergency generators. APS fully
supports the exclusion of portable equipment and emergency generators from the applicability
determinations and subsequent reporting requirements of this rule. It is APS's position that not
only should emergency generators be excluded, but that they should be excluded regardless of
whether it is identified in a state or local air pollution control permit. In many situations
emergency generators are broadly addressed in air quality control permits, but are not
specifically identified. They are identified only as insignificant activities or even trivial activities
in the Technical Support Documents.

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the
prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator
and emergency equipment in §98.6.

Commenter Name: William Yanek

Commenter Affiliation: Glass Association of North America (GANA)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0586.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 10

Comment: EPA proposes exempting from a facility's annual report all emissions from
emergency backup generators but only if those generators are designated as emergency
generators in the facility's state or local permit. See proposed 40 CFR §98.30. GANA urges
EPA to eliminate this condition and instead exempt measuring and reporting the emissions from
any and all emergency generators or backup engines meeting the EPA definition of "emergency
generator" specified in proposed 40 CFR §98.6. The proposed definition is clear and may be
consistently applied to all sites regardless of whether the backup generator or engine has been
designated as such in a facility permit. Given that definition, their emissions, if any, would be de
minimis under any reasonable measure and thus would not affect the overall quality of the
emissions data for the facility.

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the
prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator
and emergency equipment in §98.6.
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Commenter Name: D. Lawrence Zink

Commenter Affiliation: Montana Sulphur & Chemical Company Inc. (MSCC)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0505.1

Comment Excerpt Number: 3

Comment: We believe that there is no need for portable or emergency equipment, either
permitted or not permitted, to be exempt or excluded from the proposed rule for two reasons. 1)
It is difficult to carve out the emissions related to these specific units; and 2) even if such
equipment were to be exempted on the downstream side, the fuel suppliers would include the
supply used for such equipment. The proposed rule does not provide much discussion on this
topic. What is the rationale for any such exemption?

Response: The Agency disagrees with the commenter's assertion that there is no need for the
portable or emergency equipment to be excluded from reporting, and has exempted portable or
emergency equipment, as defined in §98.6, from reporting in the final rule (see §98.30(b)). The
Agency has concluded that reporting emissions from emergency equipment would be unduly
burdensome in relation to the amount of emissions that would be captured. An explanation is
provided in the Preamble in Section III. C. 3., "General Stationary Fuel Combustion Sources."
However, EPA wishes to clarify that a source may include emissions from these devices if
separating emissions from them would prove onerous. As discussed in Section II. D. 3. of the
Preamble, "Summary of Comments and Responses on Source Categories to Report," the
requirements for upstream and downstream reporting may lead to double reporting in some
cases. It has never been EPA's intention to make upstream and downstream coverage match
exactly, and in fact one of the advantages of upstream coverage is that it is able to provide
information on fuel used in small devices or mobile sources where downstream reporting is
burdensome.

Commenter Name: Karen S. Price

Commenter Affiliation: West Virginia Manufacturers Association (WVMA)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0475.1

Comment Excerpt Number: 5

Comment: Under the proposed rule, portable equipment or generating units are excluded from
the fuel combustion source category designated, as long as they are used for emergency purposes
only. As proposed, the units must be designated as "emergency generators" in a permit issued by
a state or local air pollution control agency. In addition, the proposed rule does not exempt
engines that serve as back-up power sources under conditions of load shedding, peak shaving,
power interruption pursuant to an interruptible power source agreement, or scheduled
maintenance. While the WVMA is supportive of an exemption for emergency generators, we
believe that the definition of emergency generator should be broadened and should not require
that such engine be permitted as an emergency generator. In addition, we think that emergency
engines used for the reasons cited above should also be exempted from the reporting rule.

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the
prerequisite for a state or local permit. In §98.6, however, EPA has specifically excluded from
the definition of emergency generators engines that serve as back-up power sources under
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conditions of load shedding, peak shaving, power interruptions pursuant to an interruptible
power source agreement, or scheduled maintenance, and as such, from the exemption from
reporting.

Commenter Name: See Table 4

Commenter Affiliation:

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0455.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 5

Comment: Proposed §§98.30 and 98.40 would exempt portable equipment and emergency
generators from GHG emission reporting requirements, but not other types of stationary
emergency equipment. The Class of '85 believes that this exemption should be expanded to
cover other types of emergency equipment. Specifically, the Class of '85 believes that
emergency diesel-fired firewater pumps and emergency boiler feed water pumps should be
exempted from GHG reporting requirements due to their infrequent use and minor emissions.
These pumps are almost never used, except for emergencies or periodic function tests. However,
they do not fit under the proposed emergency generator and portable equipment exemption
because they are typically permanently mounted in their own small buildings. Thus, the Class of
"85 urges EPA to expand the proposed emergency generator and portable equipment exemption
to include all emergency equipment that meets the use specifications listed in the definition of
"emergency generators" under proposed §98.6.

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency
equipment in §98.6 in which emergency equipment means any auxiliary fossil fuel-powered
equipment, such as a fire pump, that is used only in emergency situations. EPA is also excluding
portable equipment from reporting. Please refer to the full definition of portable equipment in
§98.6.

Commenter Name: Gary Moore

Commenter Affiliation: Pensacola Plant of Ascend Performance Materials LLC
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0366.1

Comment Excerpt Number: 4

Comment: Many manufacturing facilities operate "burnout furnaces" whose purpose is to clean
parts of plastics, oil or other residual material prior to the part being used in a subsequent
manufacturing process. These burnout furnaces appear to meet the definition of incinerator in
§98.30. Burnout furnaces typically have relatively low BTU heat inputs, for example less than 3
MMBtu/hr and often under 500,000 Btu/hr and do not operate continuously. Burnout furnaces
would typically be classified as a Parts Reclamation Unit under CIWSI rules (40 CFR 60 Subpart
DDDD or 40 CFR 62 Subpart III). Are the materials burned off of the parts considered fuel
under the proposed rule? It would be burdensome and expensive to weigh and track the parts
before and after cleaning. In addition, the parts may be required to be placed in service in a hot
state. This would involve reheating parts after final cleaning and weighing. The amount of
material is generally small and would not be a significant contributor of Greenhouse Gas
emissions. We propose exempting Parts Reclamation Units as currently defined in the CIWSI
rules.
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Response: EPA believes that the content of the final rule addresses this comment through the
revision of of the applicability of the tiers in the final rule. It is EPA's intent that Tier 1 and 2
sources, which are allowed for combustion devices rated at 250 mmBtu/hr and less, will only be
required to report emissions from the combustion of fuels for which emission factors are
provided. Units larger than 250 mmBtu/hour heat input GHG that combust miscellaneous, non-
traditional fuels such as refinery gas, process gas, vent gases, waste liquids, and others must
report only if CEMS are used or if these fuels contribute ten percent or more of the annual unit
heat input to the unit. With this exclusion, we have concluded that devices such as thermal
oxidizers, pollution control devices, fume incinerators, burnout furnaces, and other such
equipment would report only GHG emissions from the firing of supplemental fossil fuels.

Commenter Name: Laurie Zelnio

Commenter Affiliation: Deere & Company

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0355.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 4

Comment: As a manufacturer of nonroad engines and mobile equipment, Deere facilities may
also combust fuels for the purpose of nonroad engine and product research, development, and
testing. Sources of these emissions include engine test cells/test stands, equipment on
dynamometers, and our mobile equipment at the end of the assembly line. We submitted a
question to the EPA to clarify whether fuel consumed for testing nonroad engines and nonroad
equipment is included in the reporting. We received a response to our inquiry indicating that
research and development of engines are not exempt from reporting. This conflicts with
information the Outdoor Power Equipment Institute (OPEI), of which we are a member, received
from Katherine Sibold, Program Integration Branch, USEPA — Office of Air and Radiation, that
emissions from engines will be captured under the reporting requirements for engine
manufacturers; therefore reporting of emissions from engines at the facility would not be
required. Further clarification is needed -- are we required to report both for affected facilities
and as an engine manufacturer? Furthermore, in the State of [owa, mobile equipment that vents
through a stationary stack is not considered "mobile" which would normally be exempt from
construction permitting under IAC 567 22.1(2)c. and is normally considered insignificant for
Title V under IAC 567 22.103(1)a. It is not clear in the proposed rule if this same interpretation
applies to the definition of a stationary fuel combustion source at §98.30. Clear segregation of
mobile source emission reporting from stationary source emission reporting is needed. To
eliminate double-reporting and to clarify what this Federal rule includes as a stationary source,
Deere recommends "research, development, and testing of mobile source engines and mobile
source equipment” be added to the exclusion in §98.3(b).

Response: See the individual source category section(s) of the Preamble and the source
category comment response document(s) for the response on the definition of the source
category. EPA is also excluding portable equipment from reporting. Please refer to the full
definitions of portable equipment in §98.6. Stationary combustion devices that do not meet the
definition of portable equipment would be expected to be reported.

EPA has established a clear segregation of mobile source emission rate reporting from stationary

source emission reporting. The determination of coverage under §98 is separate from the

determination of coverage under §86 for emissions rates from mobile sources. See the Preamble
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section and separate comment response document volume on Mobile Sources for an explanation
of coverage under that Part.

Please refer to the exclusion of research and development activities in §98.2, and the definition
of research and development in §98.6.

Emissions from engine testing that are not R&D activities need to be reported under the
Stationary Combustion source category if the source is fixed (e.g.,to a foundation). However,
the final rule includes additional flexibility on the use of the tier methods. Depending on the size
of the engines being tested, Tier 1 and/or the alternative reporting requirements which allow the
aggregation of small units may be applicable, both of which may reduce the burden of reporting.

Commenter Name: Kathleen Tobin

Commenter Affiliation: Verizon Communications, Inc.
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0575.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 4

Comment: Currently, States track emergency engine use in a variety of ways from simple
notifications through full permitting, depending on local air quality concerns as well as the size
and usage of the generators. Exempting only portable equipment or emergency engines with a
permit could cause a large number of equipment or engines to be covered under this proposal by
the mere fact that permits are not necessarily required. Emergency engines are defined in the
regulation; therefore, it would seem unnecessary to include units that operate in the same manner
simply because they are not required to have a state or local permit. One unanticipated effect of
exempting only emergency engines with a permit would be to increase the number of permit
applications in states where emergency engines are not required to be fully permitted in order to
qualify for this exemption. This may increase requests for permits that would result in an
administrative burden without any substantive environmental gain. Therefore, the exemption
should cover all emergency engines, including non-permitted units under its emergency
generator exemption.

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to exclude the
prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator
and emergency equipment in §98.6.

Commenter Name: Angela Burckhalter

Commenter Affiliation: Oklahoma Independent Petroleum Association (OIPA)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0386.1

Comment Excerpt Number: 21

Comment: Under Tier 3, EPA requires direct measurement of the amount of fuel combusted.
Most combustion sources at oil and gas production facilities do not have fuel flow meters
installed. Did EPA account for the cost of adding fuel flow meters into its cost impact analysis?

Response: EPA has considerably revised §98.33(b), describing which tier a reporter is to use.
Tier 2, which allows facilities to determine fuel use from company records, is now applicable to
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units of any size combusting pipeline natural gas or distillate fuel oil. EPA has defined the term
"company records" in §98.6 of the final rule, and believes that the revised definition provides
appropriate guidance as to what records a facility may use to determine fuel consumption. While
fuel flow meters may be used where company records are required, they are certainly not
mandatory. EPA has also clarified in the final rule that fuel billing meters may be used for the
purpose of directly measuring combustion of liquid and gaseous fuels in Tier 3. Meanwhile,
EPA has retained the provisions in Tier 3 allowing facilities to determine fuel oil consumption
using tank drop measurements and solid fuel combustion using company records for the
purposes of Tier 3 calculations. EPA believes that these provisions provide an appropriate
balance between reducing the reporting burden and gathering accurate data. Taking this into
consideration, EPA has accounted for the cost for the installation of flow meters, where
applicable.

Commenter Name: See Table 4

Commenter Affiliation:

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0455.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 4

Comment: Proposed §§98.30 and 98.40 would exempt portable equipment and emergency
generators from GHG emission reporting requirements. Due to the minimal GHG emissions
expected from such equipment, the Class of '85 supports the equipment's exemption from the
proposed reporting requirements. However, the Group believes that EPA has crafted the
proposed exemption too narrowly. Under proposed §§98.30 and 98.40, only portable equipment
and emergency generators that are designated as emergency generators in a permit issued by a
state or local air pollution control agency would be exempt from the reporting requirements of
the regulation. The Class of '85 believes that the permit designation restriction is unnecessary.
Because GHG emissions from such equipment are generally minimal, and because exempt
emergency generators would already be required to meet the specifications listed in the
definition of "emergency generators" under proposed §98.6, there is no reason to add a further
restriction that the equipment be listed in a permit. Some states exempt emergency generators
from construction or operating permits if certain operating criteria are met. For example, in
Wisconsin an emergency electric generator means "an electric generator whose purpose is to
provide electricity to a facility if normal electrical service is interrupted and which is operated no
more than 200 hours per year." Wis. ADMIN. CODE NR § 400.02(56). An emergency
electrical generator fitting this definition is exempt from construction or operating permit
requirements provided it is "powered by internal combustion engines which are fueled by
gaseous fuels, gasoline or distillate fuel oil with an electric output of less than 3,000 kilowatts."
Wis. ADMIN. CODE NR §§406.04(1)(w) and 407.03(1)(u)). As a result of such state
exemptions, emergency generators may be designated as emergency generators by the state, but
not included in the state or local air pollution control agency permit. For these reasons, the Class
of '85 believes that proposed §§98.30 and 98.40 should be revised to simply state that portable
equipment and emergency generators that meet the definition of "emergency generators" under
§98.6 are excluded from the proposed reporting requirements of applicable source categories. At
the least, EPA should expand the exemption to apply not only to emergency generators that are
exempted by permit but also to emergency generators that are exempted from permitting.

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the
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prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator
and emergency equipment in §98.6.

Commenter Name: Paul Dubenetzky

Commenter Affiliation: KERAMIDA Inc.

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0419.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 7

Comment: Maintain and clarify the exemption for portable equipment (varies, most refer to 40
CFR 98.30(b), portable equipment defined at 40 CFR 98.6 74 FR 16625).

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of portable equipment, as defined in §98.6, from
reporting under both Subpart C and Subpart D.

Commenter Name: Randal G. Oswald

Commenter Affiliation: Integrys Energy Group, Inc.
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0569.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 3

Comment: We support EPA's proposal to not require reporting of emissions from portable
equipment or generating units designated as emergency generators. However, the designation of
an emergency generator should be expanded to include those designated as emergency
generation by regulation. EPA's proposal restricts no-reporting to emergency generators that are
so designated by permit. However some states may exempt certain emergency generators from
construction or operating permit requirements. The exemption applies when certain operating
criteria are met. For example, in the Wisconsin Administrative Code (WAC), an emergency
electric generator "means an electric generator whose purpose is to provide electricity to a
facility if normal electrical service is interrupted and which is operated no more than 200 hours
per year." (WAC NR 400.02(56)). An emergency electrical generator is exempt from
construction or operation permit requirements provided it is "powered by internal combustion
engines which are fueled by gaseous fuels, gasoline or distillate fuel oil with an electric output of
less than 3,000 kilowatts." (WAC NR 406.04(1)(w) and WAC NR 407.03(1)(u)). The no-
reporting feature of the proposed rule should be expanded to include emergency units that are
also designated by regulation as emergency generators.

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the
prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator
and emergency equipment in §98.6.
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Commenter Name: Angela D. Marconi

Commenter Affiliation: Delaware Solid Waste Authority
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0472.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 2

Comment: Section I of the preamble discusses a variety of greenhouse gases and the difference
between gases that are biogenic and anthropogenic in nature. Section HH-Landfills notes that
the CO, portion of landfill gas (LFG) as well as any CO; created from destruction of CHy, is not
anthropogenic. Section 98.342 of the rule specifically excludes CO; from flare emissions from
required reporting, and it does not comment on fugitive CO, emissions. However, there is some
confusion as to whether section 98.33(b)(5)(ii) excludes engines that utilize landfill gas from
reporting CO, emissions. Please clarify that engines that utilize LFG are excluded from CO,
emissions. DSWA agrees with this characterization and recommends that emissions that are not
anthropogenic should be excluded from the inventory. Including biogenic emissions in the
inventory will cause confusion because these emissions do not contribute to the greenhouse
effect. Additionally, the tracking of these emissions will require additional effort and expense
without gaining useful information.

Response: EPA disagrees with the suggestion that biogenic CO; should not be reported, and in
fact requires facilities to track biogenic emissions separately. Including reporting of biogenic
CO;, at facilities that are already reporting for stationary combustion provides EPA with
information on the use of biofuels as they relate to reductions of fossil CO, emissions over time.
This reporting requirement also provides additional data for verification. EPA believes that it is
clear in §98.2, however, that CO, emissions from biogenic fuels do not count toward the 25,000
metric ton threshold for reporting for stationary combustion units, although CH4 and N,O
emissions from biogenic fuels must be considered when calculating the threshold and
determining applicability.

EPA has added a provision to §98.33(e) specifying that Tier 1 may be used to calculate
emissions from the combustion of any biogenic fuel (including landfill gas), as long as CEMS
are not used to measure CO; emissions. EPA has added to Table C-1 a default biogas (landfill
gas) emission factor. EPA has added language to §98.33(b)(4) to clarify that all of the criteria in
§98.33(b)(4)(i1) or (iii) must be present to require the use of Tier 4. EPA has also specifically
excluded flares from the stationary combustion source category in §98.30, except where
reporting of flare emissions is required by another subpart of Part 98.

Commenter Name: Gary Moore

Commenter Affiliation: Pensacola Plant of Ascend Performance Materials LLC
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0366.1

Comment Excerpt Number: 1

Comment: It is unclear from the definition of Stationary Fuel Combustion Sources in §98.30
whether flares, thermal oxidizers or other thermal control devices are classified as a Stationary
Fuel Combustion Source under the rule. These type of units exist to control off gas emissions
under various Federal and state rules such as the Hazardous Organic NESHAP (HON) in 40 CFR
63 Subparts F, G and H; Miscellaneous Organic NESHAP (MON) in 40 CFR 63 Subpart FFFF
or Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permitting process. The offgas streams
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typically do not independently support combustion. The purpose of operation for these control
devices does not fit the "Generally for the purposes of statement in §98.30. Their main control
devices may have waste heat recovery installed but their primary reason for operation is not
steam generation. Greenhouse Gas emission calculation methods for flares appear in other
sections of the proposed rule but not in the proposed Subpart C. Thermal control devices should
be excluded from Stationary Fuel Combustion Sources.

Response: See the General Stationary Combustion source category Preamble section, as well as
the separate comment response document, for the response on the definition of the source
category.

EPA acknowledges the concerns of the commenter and has revised §98.33 to deal with certain
unconventional combustion processes and types of fuel. It is EPA's intent that sources allowed
to use the Tier 1 and 2 methods, which include smaller combustion devices and should be
inclusive of control devices such as thermal oxidizers, will only be required to report emissions
from the combustion of fuels for which emission factors are provided. In the Preamble, EPA has
explained that "EPA believes that the reporting requirements for Tier 1 and Tier 2 would only
require the reporting of GHG emissions from supplementary traditional fossil fuels from devices
such as thermal oxidizers, pollution control devices, fume incinerators, burnout furnaces, and
other such equipment."” EPA believes that these provisions satisfy the intent of Part 98, to collect
accurate and consistent GHG emissions data that can be used to inform future decisions.

Commenter Name: Jerry Call

Commenter Affiliation: American Foundry Society (AFS)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0356.2
Comment Excerpt Number: 4

Comment: The term, "stationary fuel combustion source," should also not include cupolas. A
cupola is a vertical, cylindrical furnace where the principal fuel, coke, is used in conjunction with
metallics and fluxes to produce molten metal. The metallics are melted in the cupola by the
release of heat from the combustion of carbon from the coke. The examples of stationary fuel
combustion sources that are provided in section 98.2(a)(3) of the proposed regulation include:
boilers, combustion turbines, engines, incinerators, and process heaters. While EPA does not
provide a definition of "process heater" in the proposed rule, a review of the vacated National
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for Industrial, Commercial, and Institutional
Boilers and Process Heaters (69 Fed. Reg. 55269) provided the following definition: "process
heater means an enclosed device using controlled flame, that is not a boiler, and the unit's
primary purpose is to transfer heat indirectly to a process material (liquid, gas, or solid) or to a
heat transfer material for use in a process unit, instead of generating steam." Process heaters are
devices in which the combustion gases do not directly come into contact with process materials.
Process heaters do not include units used for comfort heat or space heat, food preparation for on-
site consumption, or autoclaves. The cupola transfers heat directly to the material it is
processing and does not, therefore, meet this definition nor is a cupola similar to any of the other
examples of stationary fuel combustion sources provided in the proposed regulation.

Response: See the individual source category sections of the Preamble and the source category
comment response documents for the responses on source category-specific reporting
requirements.
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It is EPA's intent that cupola furnaces report GHG emissions according to the requirements for
combustion units discussed in detail in Subpart C of the final rule, as the majority of the GHG
emissions originate from fuel combustion. Applicability of Subpart C reporting requirements is
not limited to the sources identified in the list of examples noted in the comment, as clarified
with the words in the rule text immediately preceding it, "including, but not limited to." The
Preamble section for Subpart Q, Iron and Steel Production, provides a list that identifies the
types of units with similar properties to cupola furnaces for which the Subpart C reporting
requirements apply for estimating CO,, CH4, and N,O emissions.

Commenter Name: Jerry Call

Commenter Affiliation: American Foundry Society (AFS)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0356.2
Comment Excerpt Number: 3

Comment: AFS agrees that the term, "fuel combustions sources," should not include portable
equipment or generating units designated as emergency generators. However, because of state
construction permit exemptions, the requirement that these units be designated as such with a
permit issued by a state or local air pollution control agency is unnecessary and unduly
burdensome and should be deleted from the proposed regulation.

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the
prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator
and emergency equipment in §98.6.

Commenter Name: Cindy Parsons

Commenter Affiliation: Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0228t
Comment Excerpt Number: 3

Comment: Notice that the proposed reporting rule exempts portable equipment and emergency
generators but overlooks other types of emergency backup engines with insignificant emissions,
such as emergency fire pumps and emergency backup water pumps. EPA should consider
expanding the exemption to include all types of emergency backup engines so that all emergency
engines are treated the same.

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the
prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator
and emergency equipment in §98.6.
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Commenter Name: Robert J. Martineau, Jr

Commenter Affiliation: Counsel, Waller Lansden Dortch & Davis, LLP
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0414.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 4

Comment: EPA specifically has solicited comment on whether the exclusion for portable or
emergency generators under various provisions of the rule should be contingent on whether they
are so designated in a permit. See e.g. 74 Fed.Reg. at 16,462. (fns. 32 & 33). Nissan urges EPA
not to require that the portable emergency generator unit be designated as such in a permit. State
and local permitting programs have a myriad of detailed permitting requirements. There is
certainly no uniform approach with respect to whether portable generating units are typically
included in a permit. The decision to exclude portable generating units used as emergency
generators in those permitting programs should not be the basis for determining whether or not to
include such units. The basis should be the intended nature of the unit themselves — portable
equipment or emergency generators and the de minirnis nature of their emissions.

Response: EPA has revised the rule language to exclude the prerequisite for a state or local
permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator, portable equipment, and
emergency equipment in §98.6.

Commenter Name: Michael W. Stroben

Commenter Affiliation: Duke Energy Corporation

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0407.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 9

Comment: Duke Energy requests that EPA clarify that the definition of "portable" is not
intended to include small non-road equipment used at a site for various facility support services.
For example, it seems that exclusion for equipment that remains on site for more than 12
consecutive months could require that facilities track and report the emissions from lawnmowers,
pressure washers, and similar small engines that are used for infrequent non-process activities.

Response: See the Preamble for the response on de minimis reporting for small emission points.

We are retaining the existing definition of portable equipment in §98.6, which includes language
that "Indications of portability include but are not limited to wheels, skids, carrying handles,
dolly, trailer, or platform." The definition of portable excludes "equipment or a replacement that
resides at the same location for more than 12 consecutive months. The types of equipment
mentioned by the commenter would typically not be excluded from the definition because while
they reside at the same facility they would very likely not reside at the same exact location for
more than 12 consecutive months because of their intended use.
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Commenter Name: Chris Hornback

Commenter Affiliation: National Association of Clean Water Agencies (NACWA)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0566.1

Comment Excerpt Number: 13

Comment: NACWA supports the proposed exclusion of emissions from emergency power
generators. Many emergency units may be permitted by rule in some states or not specifically
permitted by the state. NACWA believes that all emergency power generators should be
excluded, regardless of whether or not they are specifically permitted.

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the
prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator
and emergency equipment in §98.6.

Commenter Name: Michael Bradley

Commenter Affiliation: The Clean Energy Group (CEG)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0479.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 16

Comment: The Clean Energy Group requests clarification from EPA that generators of
geothermal electricity do not have to report under the proposed rule. The rule does not directly
address geothermal electricity production, which is a renewable electricity resource. If EPA
determines that geothermal electricity production should be included in the rule as a source
category, the Clean Energy Group requests clarification on the method by which greenhouse gas
emissions would be calculated in order to determine applicability. Greenhouse gas emissions
from geothermal vary widely from well to well and unit to unit, and a single emission factor
would not be accurate. For example, standard California ARB factors substantially overestimate
greenhouse gas emissions from geothermal processes, often by approximately fourfold. The
Clean Energy Group agrees with the exemption that EPA is proposing for portable equipment or
generating units designated as emergency generators in a permit issued by a state or local air
pollution control agency. However, there are variations from state to state regarding the
regulation of these sources including whether a permit is required or what constitutes an
emergency generator. Additionally, designation as an emergency generator has consequences
for regulation under other federal and state air pollution control programs. EPA should eliminate
the permit requirement from this definition, and instead define emergency generator separately
for the purpose of this exemption and make it clear that emergency generators are exempt from
every source category and not only electricity generation.

Response: See the Preamble and separate comment response document volume for the response
on selection of source categories to report. Facilities must report GHG emissions for sources for
which methodologies are provided, and EPA has not provided a methodology for CO, emissions
from non-combustion geothermal energy generation processes.

EPA acknowledges the concerns of the commenter. Section 98.40 of the final rule clarifies the
definition of the electricity generation source category. Facilities are required to report GHG
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emissions under Subpart D only if the facility contains one or more electricity generating units
that: 1) are subject to the requirements of the Acid Rain Program; or 2) are required to monitor
and report to EPA CO;, emissions year-round according to Part 75.

EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other emergency
equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the prerequisite for
a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator and emergency
equipment in §98.6.

A geothermal electricity production facility that has stationary combustion devices emitting
greater than 25,000 tons of CO,e would be required to report under Subpart C.

Commenter Name: Kathleen M. Sgamma

Commenter Affiliation: Independent Petroleum Association of Mountain States (IPAMS)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0521.1

Comment Excerpt Number: 15

Comment: Not all states require permits for emergency generators. In addition to excluding
permitted generators, the exclusion should extend to non-permitted emergency equipment (such
as non-permitted emergency generators or fixed firewater pumps).

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the
prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator
and emergency equipment in §98.6.

Commenter Name: Robert J. Martineau, Jr

Commenter Affiliation: Counsel, Waller Lansden Dortch & Davis, LLP
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0414.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 15

Comment: Nissan requests clarification as to whether GHG emissions that result from the
testing and inspection process of light-duty vehicle engines, during the engine manufacturing
process, are properly excluded from a manufacturing facility's reporting requirements under the
fuel combustion source category as they will accounted for in the Mobile Sources category.
During the engine manufacturing process, individual engines are placed on a carousel and tested
in operation to ensure proper operation prior to being permanently installed in the vehicle. The
resulting engine emissions are channeled to a central collection location and emitted. Nissan
believes that these emissions are not included in the fuel combustion source category but
requests clarification of the issue. Nissan's position is supported by language in the preamble
discussing the fuel combustion category. The relevant preamble language states: "[s]tationary
fuel combustion sources are devices that combust solid, liquid, or gaseous fuel generally for the
purpose of producing electricity, generating steam, or providing useful heat or energy for
industrial, commercial, or institutional use, or reducing the volume of waste by removing
combustible matter." 74 Fed. Reg., at 16,480. The consequential GHG emissions resulting from
the combustion of fuel in the test engines on the carousel do not serve any of the purposes
described in the definition of a General Stationary Fuel Combustion source category. Thus,
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Nissan does not believe the fuel combustion from the test engines should be accounted for in
calculating GHG emissions from its manufacturing facility as a stationary source. As discussed
above, we request clarification as to whether GHG emissions resulting from individual engine
testing processes at the engine manufacturing facility are properly reported under the Mobile
Sources category, or whether such emissions must also be reported in a duplicative fashion under
other source categories, namely the General Stationary Fuel Combustions category.

Response: EPA notes that the mobile source reporting provisions are for reporting emissions
rates and not absolute emissions, and therefore emissions coming from the activities listed by the
commenter would in any case not be reported under the mobile source provision.

See the General Stationary Combustion source category section of the Preamble and the separate
comment response document volume for the response on the definition of portable equipment in
§98.6, which includes language that "Indications of portability include but are not limited to
wheels, skids, carrying handles, dolly, trailer, or platform." EPA's intent is that emissions from
stationary combustion devices that do not meet the definition of portable equipment would be
reported under Subpart C.

Please refer to the exclusion of research and development activities in §98.2 that has been added
to the final rule, and the definition of research and development in §98.6.

If the sources referenced by the commenter do not meet the definition of research and
development, the commenter should note that emissions from engine testing need to be reported
under the Stationary Combustion source category if the source is fixed (e.g., to a foundation).
However, the final rule includes additional flexibility on the use of the tier methods. Depending
on the size of the engines being tested, Tier 1 and/or the alternative reporting requirements which
allow the aggregation of small units may be applicable, both of which may reduce the burden of
reporting.

Commenter Name: Kathleen M. Sgamma

Commenter Affiliation: Independent Petroleum Association of Mountain States (IPAMS)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0521.1

Comment Excerpt Number: 14

Comment: IPAMS remains opposed to requiring the reporting of greenhouse gas emissions
from temporary or portable equipment.

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting, and has exempted portable equipment from reporting.
Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator, portable equipment, and emergency
equipment in §98.6.
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Commenter Name: Paul Dubenetzky

Commenter Affiliation: KERAMIDA Inc.

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0419.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 13

Comment: Many industrial processes combust volatile organic compound (VOC) emissions in
air pollution control devices, boilers, and industrial heaters, with or without supplemental fuel.
The general applicability and reporting of the GHG emissions generated by the combustion of
process VOCs is generally not addressed by the proposed rule (requirements for refinery gas
combustion being duly noted). The unstated treatment of these emissions falls predominately
within 40 CFR 98, Subpart C — General Stationary Fuel Combustion Sources. KERAMIDA
suggests that the U.S. EPA add 40 CFR 98.30(c) to state, "This source category does not include
emissions of GHG resulting from the combustion of volatile organic compounds generated by
industrial processes that are directed to air pollution control devices, boilers, or process heaters
for the primary purpose of air pollution control. This source category does include the GHG
emissions resulting from fossil fuels that are combusted in air pollution control devices, boilers,
or process heaters."

Response: See the General Stationary Combustion source category Preamble section, as well as
the separate comment response document volume, for the response on the definition of the
source category.

EPA acknowledges the concerns of the commenter and has revised the Preamble and §98.33 to
deal with certain unconventional combustion processes and types of fuel. It is EPA's intent that
sources allowed to use the Tier 1 and 2 methods, which include smaller combustion devices and
should be inclusive of control devices such as thermal oxidizers, will only be required to report
emissions from the combustion of fuels for which emission factors are provided. In the
Preamble, EPA has explained that "EPA believes that the reporting requirements for Tier 1 and
Tier 2 would only require the reporting of GHG emissions from supplementary traditional fossil
fuels from devices such as thermal oxidizers, pollution control devices, fume incinerators,
burnout furnaces, and other such equipment."”

Commenter Name: Steven M. Maruszewski

Commenter Affiliation: Pennsylvania State University (Penn State)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0409.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 5

Comment: Penn State agrees with the exclusion of emergency generators. Including these
would cause an undue reporting burden.

Response: EPA appreciates the commenter's support, and has maintained the exclusion of
emergency generators from reporting. Please refer to the full definition of emergency generator

in §98.6.
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Commenter Name: Charlie Burd and Nicholas DeMarco

Commenter Affiliation: Independent Oil and Gas Association of West Virginia (IOGA-WV)
and West Virginia and Natural Gas Association (WVONGA)

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0516.1

Comment Excerpt Number: 10

Comment: Under the proposed rule, portable equipment or generating units are excluded from
the fuel combustion source category designated, as long as they are used for emergency purposes
only. As proposed, the units must be designated as "emergency generators" in a permit issued by
a state or local air pollution control agency. In addition, the proposed rule does not exempt
engines that serve as back-up power sources under conditions of load shedding, peak shaving,
power interruption pursuant to an interruptible power source agreement, or scheduled
maintenance. While the WV Associations are supportive of an exemption for emergency
generators, we believe that the definition of emergency generator should be broadened and
should not require that such engine be permitted as an emergency generator. In addition, we
think that emergency engines used for the reasons cited above should also be exempted from the
reporting rule.

Response: Because of the need for comprehensive, national greenhouse gas emissions data, the
final rule provides only limited exclusions from the reporting requirements. In the final rule,
EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, has removed for such generators the
100-hour limitation and the requirement of designation in a state or local permit, and has
excluded other emergency equipment from reporting. However, engines that serve as back-up
power sources under conditions of load shedding, peak shaving, power interruption pursuant to
an interruptible power source agreement, or scheduled maintenance are not emergency
generators and are not excluded. This is because these operations are not necessarily infrequent,
the equipment involved can be of widely varying sizes, and so the GHG emissions from these
operations cannot be assumed to be, and treated as, insignificant.

Commenter Name: W. Walter Tyler

Commenter Affiliation: INVISTA S.ar.l. (INVISTA)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0481.2
Comment Excerpt Number: 6

Comment: Clarify the obligation to report emissions from stationary sources only once.
Section 98.30 of the proposed rule specifies source-specific reporting for Stationary Fuel
Combustion Sources including, but not limited to "boilers, combustion turbines, engines,
incinerators, and process heaters." Reporting of emissions from combustion sources is also
included in other specific subparts: 1. Subpart D — Electricity Generation. Per section 98.43(b)
for units not subject to the Acid Rain Program, "emissions shall be calculated using the methods
specified in §98.33 for stationary fuel combustion units." 2. Subpart E — Adipic Acid
Production. Per section 98.52(b), facilities must report GHG emissions from "each stationary
combustion unit that uses a carbon-based fuel, following the requirements of Subpart C of this
part." 3. Subpart V — Nitric Acid Production. Per section 98.222(b), facilities must report GHG
emissions from "each stationary combustion unit. You must follow the requirements of Subpart
C of this part." INVISTA's facilities are subject to both Subpart C and other subparts. The rule
should be clarified to ensure that combustion emissions from a given unit at a site are to be
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reported only once, that is, under only one of the applicable subparts. Otherwise, certain
facilities may be subject to double counting of emissions that would serve no stated purpose in
the rule, nor would it lead to any increased accuracy in emissions estimates and reporting.
Accordingly, INVISTA requests that the reporting requirement in Subpart C be clarified to
ensure reporting of emissions only once from sources covered by more than one subpart.
INVISTA suggests the following modification to section 98.32: You must report CO,, CHy4, and
N,O mass emissions from each stationary fuel combustion unit. Combustion emissions reported
under other source specific categories (e.g. Electricity Generation, Adipic Acid Production,
Nitric Acid Production, etc.) should not be included in combustion emissions reported in the
General Stationary Fuel Combustion category.

Response: See the individual source category section(s) of the Preamble and the source
category comment response document(s) for the response on the definition of the source
category.

EPA intends that the stationary combustion source category include any device that meets the
definition included in §98.30 for which emissions are not accounted for in the report through a
separate subpart of the rule. Per the requirements in 40 CFR Part 98, Subpart A, facilities have
to report GHG emissions from all source categories located at their facility, including stationary
combustion and process emissions. EPA does not intend that emissions be double reported, and
has revised the various subparts of the final rule to clarify the intent of the stationary combustion
source category.

Commenter Name: Rechelle Hollowaty

Commenter Affiliation: Tyson Foods, Inc.

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0379.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 9

Comment: For many years EPA's position as proven through their own White Paper on
Emergency Generators, has been that permits are not required for emergency generators or fire
pumps operating less than 500 hours per year. This has been the rational for keeping hour logs
on both emergency generators and fire pumps as means of verifying compliance that these units
are not being used for peak shaving. For EPA to consider requiring these type of units to
become permitted has no precedence and would require a tremendous amount of additional
workload for industry and state agencies. This type of permitting on top of an extremely
complicated record keeping and data collection process to comply with the GHG mandatory
reporting program creates undue hardship with minimal value. EPA has offered no scientific
reasoning behind their consideration for permitting emergency units and therefore we
recommend EPA not proceed with requiring permit for emergency units.

Response: EPA has revised the rule language to remove the prerequisite for a state or local
permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator and emergency equipment in
§98.6.
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Commenter Name: Paul Dubenetzky

Commenter Affiliation: KERAMIDA Inc.

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0419.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 9

Comment: KERAMIDA supports the exclusion of portable equipment and emergency
generators. The definition of "portable" contained at 40 CFR 98.6, 74 FR 16625 is not clear
regarding mobile equipment such as forklifts. We believe that mobile equipment should be
exempt as not being stationary combustion or portable equipment or both. The rule should be
revised to make that clear. KERAMIDA also believes that emergency fire pumps should be
included in this exclusion (40 CFR 98.30(b)) because their emissions are small and intermittent
similar to emergency generators.

Response: In the final rule, EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has
excluded other emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to
remove the prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of
emergency generators, portable equipment, and emergency equipment in §98.6. The phrase
"same location" in the definition is intended to mean that the equipment remain "stationary"
rather than move from one "location" to another "location" within a "facility." EPA did not find
a change in rule language necessary regarding the definition of "portable," and believes that the
source category definition, as presented in §98.30, is sufficient.

Commenter Name: Phillip McNeely

Commenter Affiliation: City of Phoenix, AZ

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0374.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 8

Comment: Support the exemption for portable equipment and emergency generators.

Response: EPA appreciates the commenter's support. EPA has maintained the exclusion of
emergency generators, and has excluded other emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has
also revised the rule language to remove the prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer
to the full definitions of emergency generator and emergency equipment in §98.6. Portable
equipment, as defined in §98.6, is also exempt from reporting.

Commenter Name: Michael W. Stroben

Commenter Affiliation: Duke Energy Corporation

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0407.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 8

Comment: EPA should not require that an emergency generator must be listed as such in a state

or local permit to be exempt from reporting. The proposed rule includes a very clear definition

of "emergency generator." Requiring a permit for emergency generators will serve no purpose.

Permitting requirements vary from state to state, particularly for sources that are not subject to
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Title V permitting. If EPA's intent is that emergency generators (as defined in the proposed rule)
are not subject to reporting, then forcing a permit condition simply adds an administrative
compliance burden.

Response: EPA has revised the rule language to remove the prerequisite for a state or local
permit.

Commenter Name: Lloyd Stone

Commenter Affiliation: Westlake Chemical Corporation
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0442.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 8

Comment: Does an incinerator with a waste heat boiler meet the definition of "Stationary fuel
combustion source"? That is, does a gaseous incinerator "reduce the volume of waste by
removing the combustible matter"?

Response: EPA believes that it is clear in §98.30 of the final that the stationary fuel combustion
source category includes both incinerators and boilers, and that an incinerator with a waste heat
boiler would meet the definition. However, the commenter should note that hazardous waste
incinerators will only be required to report emissions from the combustion of any supplemental
fuels for which emission factors are provided, unless CEMS are used. Furthermore, it is EPA's
intent that sources allowed to use the Tier 1 and 2 methods, which include smaller combustion
devices and should be inclusive of control devices such as thermal oxidizers, will only be
required to report emissions from the combustion of fuels for which emission factors are
provided. In the Preamble, EPA has explained that "EPA believes that the reporting
requirements for Tier 1 and Tier 2 would only require the reporting of GHG emissions from
supplementary traditional fossil fuels from devices such as thermal oxidizers, pollution control
devices, fume incinerators, burnout furnaces, and other such equipment."

Commenter Name: Kathleen M. Sgamma

Commenter Affiliation: Independent Petroleum Association of Mountain States (IPAMS)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0521.1

Comment Excerpt Number: 16

Comment: In regard to the definition of emergency generators, IPAMS requests that the
specification of hours be removed, as it is not reasonable to limit the number of hours.

Response: In the final rule, EPA has eliminated the 100-hour limitation for emergency
generators. Please refer to the full definition of emergency generator in §98.6.
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Commenter Name: Angus E. Crane

Commenter Affiliation: North American Insulation Manufacturers Association (NAIMA)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0537.1

Comment Excerpt Number: 12

Comment: Reporting emissions from portable equipment or generating units is unnecessary.
NAIMA members support EPA's position because, in part, it eliminates some of the burden that
would be imposed on each facility if it had to report emissions from these types of units.
Moreover, EPA's position is consistent with its statement that the "purpose of the general
stationary combustion source category is to capture significant emitters of stationary combustion
GHG emissions that are not covered by the specific source categories described elsewhere in this
preamble." (Id. at 16,482). NAIMA believes that the exemption should be expanded to include
all fossil fuel-powered engines that drive emergency pumps, fans, and other devices that are
neither generators nor portable. Every industrial manufacturer has such devices on-site. But
since fossil fuel-powered engines that drive emergency devices and portable equipment typically
operate very few hours in any given year, they discharge a very small amount of GHG. The
GHG emissions from these devices are the most difficult to compute, and excluding them will
lessen the record keeping and reporting burden with little sacrifice in GHG accounting.
Moreover, either excluding all of these emergency or back up devices or including all of these
emergency or back up devices would be less burdensome than excluding only some of them.
Virtually none of these devices have fuel flow meters or tank gauges that accurately show the
amount of fuel used by that individual unit. Instead, facilities rely on plant-wide fuel usage
figures and it would lessen their burden if they could either report the GHG that was emitted by
all of these engines' fuels or, better yet, just disregard them altogether. Trying to apportion the
amount of diesel fuel, for instance, that was used only by those engines that are included in the
reporting scheme is much harder than just reporting all of the GHG from all of the engine fuel, or
reporting none of the GHG from all of the engine fuel.

Response: EPA has revised several sections of the rule that are relevant. Please refer to the full
definitions of emergency generators, portable equipment, and emergency equipment in §98.6.
Also, please refer to the revised §98.36(c)(3) which clarifies the methodology for reporting units
which are served by a common supply line.

Commenter Name: William C. Herz

Commenter Affiliation: The Fertilizer Institute (TFI)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0952.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 7

Comment: Under the proposed 40 C.F.R. §98.30(b), EPA would exclude portable equipment or
generating units designated as emergency generators in a permit issued by a state or local air
pollution control agency. 74 Fed. Reg. 16,631. The proposed rule should exclude all portable
equipment, all emergency equipment (such as fire pumps, generating units, flood control pumps,
etc.), and any equipment listed as insignificant in a facility permit. In response to EPA's request
in the NPRM Preamble, portable equipment and emergency equipment should be excluded
regardless of permit designation. 74 Fed. Reg. at 16,461 (FN 31).
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Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the
prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency
generators, portable equipment, and emergency equipment in §98.6.

Commenter Name: Paul Glader

Commenter Affiliation: Hecla Mining Company

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0579.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 12

Comment: Hecla agrees that portable equipment and emergency generators are properly
excluded from this rule. Backup generators and portable equipment may vary tremendously in
size and are typically seldom used. Requiring reporting on these sources would be unduly
burdensome, especially on small businesses. Furthermore, collecting data on these sources
would not add significantly to EPA's understanding of the CO,e emissions produced in the
United States.

Response: EPA appreciates the commenter's support. EPA has maintained the exclusion of
emergency generators and portable equipment, and has excluded other emergency equipment
from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the prerequisite for a state or
local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator, portable equipment, and
emergency equipment in §98.6.

Commenter Name: Marc J. Meteyer

Commenter Affiliation: Compressed Gas Association (CGA)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0981.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 16

Comment: The proposed rule appropriately excludes minor combustion sources from the
definition of the Stationary Fuel Combustion source category, in particular process safety flares.
CGA supports this effort to minimize the burden on regulated facilities, as these units typically
have very low emissions, typically do not have measured flow rates, and do not make a
substantial impact on the total greenhouse gas inventory. Flares typically must operate over a
widely variable flow rate and it is often very challenging to finding an appropriate flow
measurement device capable of covering the range of flows encountered. Any requirement to
include these sources would put an unnecessary costly burden on facilities to add flow
measurement devices to the feed. As further evidence that these devices should be excluded,
thermal oxidizers and air pollution control devices are excluded from greenhouse gas reporting
requirements in the European Union. Where flaring operations are a routine operating control of
a facility, such as in refineries, EPA has explicitly included emission estimation and reporting
requirements. CGA Comment: Clarify that flare emissions should only be included in the
calculations of Subpart C of the rule if another subpart of the rule explicitly requires such
emission calculation and reporting. Flare emissions should be otherwise excluded categorically
or as a de minimis source.
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Response: EPA has revised the language of the final rule to expand the list of exempted source
categories to exclude flares as defined in §98.6 from reporting under Subpart C, unless their
emissions must are required to be reported by another subpart of Part 98 (see §98.30(b)). Itis
EPA's intent that sources allowed to use the Tier 1 and 2 methods, which include smaller
combustion devices and should be inclusive of control devices such as thermal oxidizers, will
only be required to report emissions from the combustion of fuels for which emission factors are
provided. In the Preamble, EPA has explained that "EPA believes that the reporting
requirements for Tier 1 and Tier 2 would only require the reporting of GHG emissions from
supplementary traditional fossil fuels from devices such as thermal oxidizers, pollution control
devices, fume incinerators, burnout furnaces, and other such equipment." EPA also notes that
Subpart W is not being included in this rule at this time.

Commenter Name: Steven M. Pirner

Commenter Affiliation: South Dakota Department of Environment and Natural Resources (SD
DENR)

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0576

Comment Excerpt Number: 15

Comment: EPA is not proposing to require reporting of emissions from portable equipment or
generating units designated as emergency generators in a permit issued by a state or local air
pollution control agency. EPA is requesting comments on "whether or not a permit should be
required for theses emergency generators." This is not the correct venue for determining if an
emergency generator should be required to be permitted. There are current state and federal
requirements already in rule on when emergency generators are permitted. SD DENR agrees
with EPA in not requiring facilities to report greenhouse gas emissions from emergency
generators because the limited number of hours an emergency generator runs results in
insignificant greenhouse gas emissions.

Response: EPA has revised the rule language to remove the prerequisite for a state or local
permit for emergency generators. Please refer to the full definitions of portable equipment,
emergency generator, and emergency equipment in §98.6.

Commenter Name: Jeffry C. Muffat

Commenter Affiliation: 3M Company

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0793.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 10

Comment: The exemption in Section 98.30(b) is narrow in scope and should be expanded. The
explicit designation as an emergency generator in a permit should not be necessary to exclude it
from reporting. In addition, air pollution control devices should be exempt from the rule. Some
emergency generators might not be designated as "emergency" in their air permits even though
they are for emergency use. Furthermore, some may not be permitted at all. How the emissions
from these generators are authorized will vary from state to state, depending on the details of
state programs. The emissions from emergency generators are very small compared to other
stationary fuel combustion sources and are insignificant compared to the inventory of greenhouse
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gases; therefore, exempting these emissions will not have a significant impact on the usefulness
of the greenhouse gas inventory. Additionally, in Section 98.30(b), the term "emergency
generators" should be changed to "emergency stationary RICE." Many facilities use combustion
units (e.g., diesel engines) as the motive force for pumps, to ensure fire water availability and
process fluid movement during power outages. 3M recommends that EPA exclude all
emergency stationary reciprocating internal combustion engines (RICE) as the term is defined in
40 CFR 63 Subpart ZZZ7 (§63.6675). These are sources whose operation is limited to
emergency situations and whose emissions are negligible when compared to other stationary
combustion sources. Exclusion of these sources would exclude sources such as stationary RICE
used to pump water in the case of fire or flood, for example. In §98.30(b), 3M requests that EPA
exclude thermal oxidizers and other air pollution control devices from the definition of stationary
combustion sources requiring calculation and reporting of greenhouse gas emissions. These
units typically have lower emissions with no substantial impact on the total greenhouse gas
inventory and generally would not have measured flow rates. In addition, thermal oxidizers and
air pollution control devices are excluded from the greenhouse gas reporting requirements in the
European Union. For the reasons provided above, 3M recommends that EPA change Section
98.30(b) to read as follows: (b) This source category does not include portable equipment or
units that are emergency stationary reciprocating internal combustion engines. Air pollution
control devices such as thermal oxidizers are also exempt from this source category unless
another subpart of the rule references an air pollution control device as a greenhouse gas
emission source requiring calculation and reporting of emissions.

Response: EPA acknowledges the concerns of the commenter. A number of exemptions to
GHG emissions reporting have been added for certain unconventional combustion processes and
types of fuel. EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded
other emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to exclude
the prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of portable
equipment, emergency generator, and emergency equipment in §98.6. EPA has revised the
Preamble and §98.33 to deal with certain unconventional combustion processes and types of
fuel. It is EPA's intent that sources allowed to use the Tier 1 and 2 methods, which include
smaller combustion devices and should be inclusive of control devices such as thermal oxidizers,
will only be required to report emissions from the combustion of fuels for which emission factors
are provided. In the Preamble, EPA has explained that "EPA believes that the reporting
requirements for Tier 1 and Tier 2 would only require the reporting of GHG emissions from
supplementary traditional fossil fuels from devices such as thermal oxidizers, pollution control
devices, fume incinerators, burnout furnaces, and other such equipment." EPA believes that
these provisions satisfy the intent of Part 98, to collect accurate and consistent GHG emissions
data that can be used to inform future decisions.

Commenter Name: Donald R. Schregardus

Commenter Affiliation: Department of the Navy, Department of Defense (DoD)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0381.1

Comment Excerpt Number: 10

Comment: EPA should expand the emergency generator exemption to cover units that are

exempt per state regulations, including "permit-by-rule," allow owners/operators additional

hours to be used for maintenance check and readiness testing, and consider other legitimate uses
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of emergency and back-up power generation in its definition of "emergency generator." DoD
agrees with EPA's intent to exempt emergency generators from the GHG mandatory reporting
rule, but believes the descriptions provided in the preamble (several footnotes) and in Subparts C
and D at §§98.30(b) and 98.40(b) are not adequate to cover all emergency generators. A number
of state and local air pollution control agencies exempt emergency generators from certain CAA
regulations via "permit-by-rule" rather than a specific permit for the unit or under a General
permit. These units should also be exempted from the GHG mandatory reporting rule. With
respect to maintenance checks and readiness testing, the January 18, 2008 final rule for
Standards of Performance for Stationary Spark Ignition Internal Combustion Engines (ICE) and
National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for Reciprocating Internal
Combustion Engines, EPA recognized that in some cases, 100 hours was not an adequate limit
for testing of emergency generators. At §60.4243(d), EPA provided an alternative whereby,
"The owner or operator may petition the Administrator for approval of additional hours to be
used for maintenance checks and readiness testing, but a petition is not required if the owner or
operator maintains records indicating that Federal, State, or local standards require maintenance
and testing of an emergency ICE beyond 100 hours per year." This allowance would provide
DoD and other operators of emergency generators a mechanism to test the emergency units to
meet not only manufacturers' requirements but also to meet testing protocols mandated by
Federal standards. Lastly, the definition for "emergency generator" does not include applications
of these units that are common for DoD, specifically training requirements for military personnel
to operate using back-up power in order to be familiar with how their equipment will perform
during an emergency. These applications also do not fit within the 100 hour per year "standard
performance testing" allowed in the definition. EPA should modify the definition for emergency
generator and the exemptions for emergency generators in §§98.30(b) and 98.40(b). Suggested
language revisions: "§98.6 - Emergency generator means a stationary internal combustion
engine that serves solely as a secondary source of mechanical or electrical power whenever the
primary energy supply is disrupted or discontinued during power outages or natural disasters that
are beyond the control of the owner or operator of a facility. Emergency engines operate only
during emergency situations, for training of personnel under simulated emergency conditions,
and for standard performance testing procedures as required by law or by the engine
manufacturer. The hours of operation per calendar year for such standard performance testing
shall not exceed 100 hours. The owner or operator may petition the Administrator for approval
of additional hours to be used for maintenance checks and readiness testing, but a petition is not
required if the owner or operator maintains records indicating that Federal, State, or local
standards require maintenance and testing of an emergency ICE beyond 100 hours per year. An
engine that serves as a back-up power source under conditions of load shedding, peak shaving,
power interruptions pursuant to an interruptible power service agreement, or scheduled facility
maintenance shall not be considered an emergency engine." "§98.30 Definition of the source
category. (b) This source category does not include portable equipment or generating units
designated as emergency generators in a permit issued by a state or local air pollution control
agency, exempt from state permitting requirements, or via 'permit by rule." "§98.40 Definition
of the source category. (b) This source category does not include portable equipment or
generating units designated as emergency generators in a permit issued by a State or local air
pollution control agency, exempt from state permitting requirements, or via 'permit by rule."

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, although it has
eliminated the 100-hour limitation for emergency generators, and has excluded other emergency
equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to exclude the prerequisite for
a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definition of emergency generator in §98.6.
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Commenter Name: Lawrence W. Kavanagh

Commenter Affiliation: American Iron and Steel Institute (AISI)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0695.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 17

Comment: If reporting of combustion source CO, emissions is retained in the final rule, and if
EPA is unwilling to consider our proposed facility-wide carbon balance approach, which would
cover emissions from all combustion units less than 250 MMBTUH, we respectfully request that
units less than 250 MMBTUH be exempt from reporting. In the alternative, a de minimis
threshold, e.g., the 30 MMBTUH exemption rate corresponding to the exemption threshold of
25,000 metric tons of CO,/year, should be established.

Response: See the Preamble, Section II. E., and the response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-
0508-0350.1 excerpt 3 for additional explanation of the selection and form of thresholds.

See the Preamble, Section II. K., and the response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-
0423.2 excerpt 40 for the response on de minimis reporting for small emission points.

EPA has expanded the list of exempted source categories to include portable equipment,
emergency generators, other emergency equipment, irrigation well devices, and flares. EPA has
also removed the cumulative 250 mmBtu/hr restriction on unit aggregation, and believes that the
expanded availability of this option will reduce the reporting burden on facilities.

While units less than 250 mmBtu/hr are not exempt from reporting under Subpart C, they are
typically permitted to use Tiers 1 and 2 for reporting, which should reduce the burden on
facilities.

Commenter Name: See Table 9

Commenter Affiliation:

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-1021.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 7

Comment: EPA should clarify its exemption from reporting for emergency generators and
similar equipment (e.g., emergency diesel fire pumps) under the proposed rule to acknowledge
that not all states issue permits for this equipment. Because some of these generators and related
equipment are too small to either require a permit or be covered in existing permits, a permit
should not be required for the exemption under this rule.

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to exclude the
prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator
and emergency equipment in §98.6.
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Commenter Name: Robert Rouse

Commenter Affiliation: The Dow Chemical Company
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0533.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 20

Comment: Dow Suggests that Emergency Generators and Emergency Stationary Engines
Should Not be Included in the Source Category. EPA requests comment on whether a permit
should be required for emergency generators that are excluded from GHG reporting requirements
in 98.30(b). Dow agrees with EPA that the reporting of GHG emissions from emergency
generators is not necessary. This is supported by their infrequent use and resulting relatively
small contribution to the total GHG inventory. Excluding these emissions will not have a
significant impact on the usefulness of the GHG inventory. In 98.30(b), Dow does not believe
that designation as an emergency generator in a permit should be necessary to exclude them from
reporting. Some emergency generators might not be designated as "emergency" in their air
permit even though they are for emergency use. Further, the "authorization" or "permitting" of
emissions from these generators varies from state to state, depending on the details of state NSR
permitting programs. For example, the Texas NSR permitting program allows either the
permitting of these sources and also authorizes these sources using a Permit by Rule. Dow
suggests that an internal record that identifies these sources as an "emergency generator" should
be sufficient to properly identify these sources as such. In addition, in 98.30(b), the term
"emergency generators" should be expanded to "emergency generators and engines." Dow
suggests that EPA exclude all emergency stationary reciprocating internal combustion engines
(RICE) as the term is defined in 40 CFR 63 Subpart ZZZZ (63.6675). These are sources whose
operation is limited to emergency situations whose emissions are negligible when compared to
other stationary combustion sources. Exclusion of these sources would exclude sources such as
stationary RICE used to pump water in the case of fire or flood, for example. Dow Suggests that
EPA Should Clarify the Applicability of Subpart C for Emission Control Equipment Such as
Flares, Thermal Oxidizers, and Other Air Pollution Control Devices. At a minimum, EPA
should clarify that flare/emission control device emissions should be included in the calculations
of Subpart C of the rule if another subpart of the rule references "flares" or "emission control"
equipment as a GHG emission source requiring calculation and reporting of emissions.
Examples include Subpart X (Petrochemical Facilities) and Subpart Y (Petroleum Refineries).
The final rule should clarify the requirements for flares and emission control equipment that
combust emissions from other source categories that are not specifically addressed in the
proposed rule. Dow suggests that EPA include the emissions from these sources if they exceed
1,250 metric tons of CO,e, which is 5% of the 25,000 metric ton reporting trigger. This
approach would ensure the reporting of larger emitting flares/control equipment while excluding
sources that may only handle intermittent types of vents. Dow Suggests that EPA Should Clarify
the Applicability of Subpart C for Facilities that Combust Hazardous Waste. It is not clear
whether EPA intended for facilities to report GHG emissions of hazardous waste burned in
hazardous waste incinerators or combustors. For example, Table C-1 on page 16481 of the
Federal Register does not mention hazardous waste fuels. Dow recommends that EPA exempt
hazardous waste combustion units from the rule. These units would be relatively small
contributions to the total inventory and may vary widely in flow rate and composition, thus
making the calculations more difficult. Furthermore, EPA has recognized the relatively small
contribution by exempting hazardous waste from the calculations and reporting in the landfill
subpart of this proposed rule.
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Response: See the Preamble and separate comment response document volume for the response
on de minimis reporting for small emission points.

EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators and has excluded other emergency
equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to exclude the prerequisite for
a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator and emergency
equipment in §98.6.

EPA has expanded the list of exemptions from the stationary combustion source category in
§98.30(b) to include flares, except where another subpart requires flare emissions to be reported.

Emissions from hazardous waste incinerators need not be reported unless CEMS are used to
monitor emissions or a fuel for which emission factors are provided is also combusted in the
unit. In that case, only emissions from the supplemental fuel need to be reported.

EPA has revised the Preamble and §98.33 to deal with certain unconventional combustion
processes and types of fuel. It is EPA's intent that sources allowed to use the Tier 1 and 2
methods, which include smaller combustion devices and should be inclusive of control devices
such as thermal oxidizers, will only be required to report emissions from the combustion of fuels
for which emission factors are provided. In the Preamble, EPA has explained that "EPA believes
that the reporting requirements for Tier 1 and Tier 2 would only require the reporting of GHG
emissions from supplementary traditional fossil fuels from devices such as thermal oxidizers,
pollution control devices, fume incinerators, burnout furnaces, and other such equipment." EPA
believes that these provisions satisfy the intent of Part 98, to collect accurate and consistent GHG
emissions data that can be used to inform future decisions.

Commenter Name: Ron Downey

Commenter Affiliation: LWB Refractories

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0719.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 6

Comment: Preamble C., p 173-174. EPA's asked for comments regarding portable equipment.
We agree with EPA's proposal not to require reporting of portable equipment or generating units
designated as emergency generators in a permit issued by a state.

Response: EPA appreciates the commenter's support. EPA has maintained the exclusion of
emergency generators, and has excluded other emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has
also revised the rule language to exclude the prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer
to the full definitions of emergency generator and emergency equipment in §98.6. Portable
equipment, as defined in §98.6, is also exempt from reporting.
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Commenter Name: Donald R. Schregardus

Commenter Affiliation: Department of the Navy, Department of Defense (DoD)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0381.1

Comment Excerpt Number: 5

Comment: Many complex facilities that will be subject to the reporting rule under §98.2(a)(1),
(a)(2), or(a)(3) will be required to inventory a large number of small combustion units covered
by the rule. We believe a size threshold is needed in the stationary combustion source category
to reduce undue cost burden while still achieving EPA's goal of obtaining GHG data of sufficient
quality that it can be used to support a range of future climate change policies and regulations.
With the goal of focusing this rulemaking on large GHG emitters, EPA writes that it is able to
minimize the cost burden of the rule while still gathering GHG data in sufficient detail to advise
future policy decisions. However, an unnecessary burden will be placed on reporting sources if
the combustion unit source category does not have minimum size threshold added to the source
category definition. In the Memorandum: Reporting Methods for Small Emission Points (De
Minimis Reporting), EPA discusses the possibility of a de minimis provision to avoid imposing
excessive reporting costs on minor emission points that can be burdensome or infeasible to
monitor. EPA analyzed the de minimis provisions of existing reporting rules and concluded that
there is no need to exclude a percentage of emissions from reporting under this proposal. EPA
explains that it attempts to avoid burdening smaller sources in the way it sets thresholds and
providing simplified emission estimation methods such as the application of Tiers 1 and 2 for
small units. However, this approach will not provide relief to complex sources. As EPA
determined during the development of the Title V, Operating Permit Program, there was a need
to provide exemptions for insignificant activities or emission levels. This is incorporated in 40
CFR §70.5(c). The Title V regulation limits the State's discretion by precluding such exemptions
if they would interfere with the determination or imposition of any applicable requirement.
Permit applications are to include lists containing information on the insignificant activities that
are exempted except for those exemptions which apply to an entire category of activities, such as
space heaters. As supported by the Alabama Power decision, the Administrator may determine
levels below which there is no practical value in conducting an extensive review. States such as
Oregon (at OAR-340-200-0020) have taken the approach of developing a 'categorically
insignificant activity' with heat capacity limits for liquid and gaseous-fueled units. The
Technical Support Document (TSD) for "Stationary Fuel Combustion Emissions" and "Technical
Support Thresholds: Proposed Rule for Mandatory Reporting of Greenhouse Gases" both show
that commercial and residential sectors emitted about 14 percent of U.S. GHG emissions from
stationary fuel combustion. In Table 5-5, which lists industrial and commercial boiler population
in the U.S., boilers less than 10 MMBtu/hr are not tabulated, suggesting they do not belong in
this source category. The commercial sector includes emissions from fuel combustion in
commercial and institutional buildings (space heating and cooling, water heating, cooking and
baking, and dryers). The residential sector includes emissions from household fuel combustion
(space heating, water heating, and cooking). The Regulatory Impact Analysis, at page 27,
explains the high cost and burden that would be incurred if the rule covered the commercial and
residential sectors. To avoid this impact, the proposed rule does not include all of those emitters,
but instead requires reporting by the suppliers of industrial gases and suppliers of fossil fuels. In
Subpart C - General Stationary Fuel Combustion Sources - the definition of "stationary fuel
combustion sources" at §98.30(a) appears to capture all heaters of any size or purpose, used for
industrial, commercial, or institutional purposes. This definition lists every 'level' of fuel
combustion source except for residential units but there is no language specifically excluding
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residential units. There are also no definitions of commercial or residential units in the proposal.
Although §98.36(c)(1) allows for aggregation of units for reporting of emissions from this source
category, the facility would still be required by the proposed language in §98.36(c)(1)(ii) to
identify each unit, no matter how small, and provide a unit ID Number. Requiring a listing of
individual units that are not intended to be covered by the rule is a burdensome and un-necessary
collection of data, as it is not clear what use the EPA intends for the detailed data on small
aggregated stationary fuel combustion sources that would be gathered under this proposed
reporting requirement. These simplifications provided in Subpart C do not provide relief to
facilities that operate small combustion sources that have insignificant impact on emission totals
such as office building or control room comfort heating, cafeteria operations or heated lockers
that are located on the footprint of the industrial activity. We recommend to EPA to align the
source definition in Subpart C to match the intent of the rule to focus on large emitters and to
clarify the sources subject to the rule. Include definitions for commercial and residential fuel
combustion sources. Specifically exclude residential units from the source category. Set a
capacity threshold for commercial-size units that are excluded from the source category.

Response: See the Preamble and separate comment response document volume for the response
on de minimis reporting for small emission points. See the response to comment EPA-HQ-
OAR-2008-0508-0615 excerpt 21 for an explanation of the treatment of residential facilities.

EPA acknowledges the commenter's concerns and has expanded the list of combustion sources
and fuels that are exempted from reporting. Please refer to §98.6 for revised definitions of
portable equipment, emergency generators, other emergency equipment that are exempted. The
revised source category definition also exempts irrigation well devices and flares, except where
covered by other parts of the rule. In addition, EPA has also removed the cumulative 250
mmBtu/hr restriction on unit aggregation and clarified the use of common supply line metering,
and believes that the expanded availability of this option will reduce the reporting burden on
facilities. However, EPA does not agree with the commenter's assertion that the amount of unit-
level data and verification information to be reported is excessive, burdensome, or unnecessary.
For this mandatory GHG emissions reporting rule, two main approaches to data verification were
considered, i.e., EPA verification and third-party verification. EPA decided on the former
approach. In view of this, additional, unit-level information, including ID numbers for units
grouped in common pipe or common stack configurations and included in unit aggregation, is
deemed necessary to provide assurance that the reported facility-wide GHG emissions data are
both credible and accurate.

Commenter Name: Ron Downey

Commenter Affiliation: LWB Refractories

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0719.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 5

Comment: Preamble C., p 172 and Subpart C, 98.30 (a). The definition of stationary fuel
combustion source category includes but is not limited to among other sources incinerators.
Incinerators are not clearly defined as we could determine. The reporting requirements are
different depending on the TIER selected for reporting. One definition of incinerator would
include waste combustors such as municipal waste or other units that reduce the volume of waste
such s a municipal waste incinerator. Does this incinerator definition include hydrocarbon
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pollution control devices such as a thermal incinerator, catalytic incinerator or regenerative
thermal oxidizers that are required to meet permitted emissions limits? We have several sources
that are combustion sources (ovens, kilns) that have an incinerator to control organic emissions.
In this case does the incinerator (control device) meet the definition of a stationary fuel
combustion source and require emission reporting? Several different issues are involved. A gas
or oil fired kiln would meet the reporting criteria? Does the fuel required to fire the incinerator
meet the reporting criteria? Does any GHG from the hydrocarbon emissions from the organic
binder meet the reporting criteria? Again this may be dependent on the TIER selected for
reporting. In many cases these sources are small and would not justify the purchase of a CO,
CEM for recording GHG emissions.

Response: It is EPA's intent that sources allowed to use the Tier 1 and 2 methods, which include
smaller combustion devices and should be inclusive of control devices such as thermal oxidizers,
will only be required to report emissions from the combustion of fuels for which emission factors
are provided. In the Preamble, EPA has explained that "EPA believes that the reporting
requirements for Tier 1 and Tier 2 would only require the reporting of GHG emissions from
supplementary traditional fossil fuels from devices such as thermal oxidizers, pollution control
devices, fume incinerators, burnout furnaces, and other such equipment." The Agency believes
that these provisions satisfy the intent of Part 98, to collect accurate and consistent GHG
emissions data that can be used to inform future decisions. The commenter is encouraged to
consider the complete definitions provided in the revised §98.6.

Commenter Name: Edgar O. Morris

Commenter Affiliation: Mosaic Fertilizer Company LLC
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0687.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 5

Comment: The proposal properly excludes portable equipment and certain emergency
equipment from its definition of stationary fuel combustion sources subject to GHG reporting.
See proposed 40 C.F.R. §98.30(b). However, this definition should be clarified to cover other
emergency equipment in addition to "portable equipment or generating units designated as
emergency generators" and should cover all portable and emergency equipment, regardless of
whether they are so designated on a permit. Additional emergency equipment would include
such things as fire protection pumps and flood control pumps. These types of equipment are
equivalent to emergency generators in that they are only utilized in response to abnormal
emergency conditions necessary for protection of life and property. This definition should also
exclude any equipment associated with insignificant emissions and therefore not regulated or
subject to other reporting requirements in an air permit. For all of these sources the same
rationale applies: Reporting GHG emissions from these minor sources imposes a reporting
burden on companies and provides only immaterial GHG emissions information to EPA. Mosaic
proposes the following clarifying revision: §98.30 Definition of the source category (b) This
source category does not include portable equipment or equipment designated as "emergency"
equipment, or sources designated as "insignificant" in a permit issued by a state or local air
pollution control agency.

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the
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prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of portable equipment,
emergency generators, and emergency equipment in the revised §98.6.

Commenter Name: Lawrence W. Kavanagh

Commenter Affiliation: American Iron and Steel Institute (AISI)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0695.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 4

Comment: Cokemaking operations, whether contained within integrated steel plants or operated
as stand-alone facilities, are obligated under the proposed rule to report emissions from
combustion stacks under terms of Subpart C and from pushing operations using an emission
factor provided in Subpart Q. Many coke plants also have boilers or other combustion sources
that would be subject to reporting under Subpart C. In the first instance, any CO; emitted from
coke oven combustion stacks will have already been accounted for by reports of coal suppliers
under Subpart KK. Thus, reporting of CO, from combustion of coke oven gas for underfiring
ovens or other combustion sources is duplicative. Furthermore, requirements for reporting these
emissions is inconsistent with the stated intention of the rule — as well as underlying intent of the
Congressional mandate — to require reporting of upstream sources to the maximum extent
possible. For this reason, AISI and ACCCI strongly urge EPA to delete coke oven combustion
stack CO; reporting from the rule.

Response: See the Preamble for the response on the statutory authority for the reporting rule
and separate comment response document volume for the response on definition of the source
category.

EPA intends that the stationary combustion source category include any device that meets the
definition included in §98.30 for which emissions are not accounted for in the report through a
separate subpart of the rule. Per the requirements in 40 CFR Part 98, Subpart A, facilities have
to report GHG emissions from all source categories located at their facility, including stationary
combustion and process emissions. EPA has revised the various subparts of the final rule to
clarify the intent of the stationary combustion source category.

The commenter should note that EPA is not preparing a final version of the subpart for suppliers
of coal at this time. The commenter should also note that EPA was asked to collect data from
both upstream and downstream sources. The calculation methods for downstream reporters are
based on collecting the best information from downstream emitters. See the Preamble, Section
II. D. 3., for the response to comments on the inclusion of upstream and downstream reporters.

Commenter Name: Jay M. Dietrich

Commenter Affiliation: IBM

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0978.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 4

Comment: Inclusion of Emergency Generator Fuel Use in Emissions Reports IBM agrees with
EPA that it is not necessary to include the fuel use from permitted Emergency Generating units.
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These units are typically restricted to less than 500 hours of operation per year and, using IBM's
facilities as an example, represent less than 0.1% of the fuel use at the facilities that would be
covered by the proposed reporting thresholds. On page 16480 of the Federal Register rule, EPA
states "We request comment on whether or not a permit should be required for these emergency
generators." Permits, beyond the current operating permits for these systems, should not be
required nor should the permit requirements be modified to include language for the
management of CO, emissions

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the
prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator
and emergency equipment in §98.6.

Commenter Name: Jessica S. Steinhilber

Commenter Affiliation: Airports Council International North America (ACI-NA)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-1063.1

Comment Excerpt Number: 9

Comment: EPA states that generator usage for "scheduled facility maintenance shall not be
considered an emergency engine." Many facilities occasionally rely on generators during de-
electrification of a system for a high-power replacement of electric switching or required
maintenance of such a high-voltage system. ACI-NA suggests that such generator use falls
within the definition of "emergency generator" when the total hours used, including generator
standard performance testing, do not exceed 200 hours per calendar year. While EPA proposes a
usage threshold of 100 hours per calendar year, there is existing precedent for relying on 200
hours. As one example, California's South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 1304
(a)(4) defines "Emergency Equipment" as a "source [that] is exclusively used as emergency
standby equipment for nonutility electrical power generation or any other emergency equipment
as approved by the Executive Officer or designee, provided the source does not operate more
than 200 hours per year as evidenced by an engine-hour meter or equivalent method." This
situation happens very infrequently, but is necessary to keep electric systems that are crucial to
safe and essential airport operations running at optimum efficiency.

Response: EPA has revised the final rule to eliminate the 100-hour limitation for emergency
generators. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator and emergency equipment
in §98.6.

Commenter Name: Lauren E. Freeman

Commenter Affiliation: Hunton & Williams LLP

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0493.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 24

Comment: Under Subpart C, the term "stationary fuel combustion sources" is defined simply as
a device that combusts fuel. Proposed §98.30(a). Although the rule describes some of the
general uses of these devices, it does not require that the device be used for any particular
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purpose. UARG is concerned that miscellaneous combustion sources, like small gas-fired
heaters, stoves, or even hot water heaters, at electric generating facilities could be construed as
falling under that broad description. Reporting GHG emissions from such miscellaneous devices
could be very difficult even using the Tier 1 methodology because specific data on fuel
consumption might not be available. To avoid requiring reporting from such activities, UARG
request that EPA either provide a more specific definition of combustion device or include a de
minimis cut-off.

Response: See the Preamble and separate comment response document volume for the response
on de minimis reporting for small emission points. In addition, EPA has also removed the
cumulative 250 mmBtu/hr restriction on unit aggregation and clarified the use of common supply
line metering, and believes that the expanded availability of this option will reduce the reporting
burden on facilities, particularly for including smaller combustion sources.

EPA appreciates the commenter's concern, and believes that the revised §98.30 appropriately
defines the general stationary combustion source category.

Commenter Name: Karen St. John

Commenter Affiliation: BP America Inc. (BP)

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0631.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 55

Comment: "EPA is proposing to not require reporting of emissions from portable equipment or
generating units designated as emergency generators in a permit issued by a state or local air
pollution control agency. We request comment on whether or not a permit should be required
for these emergency generators." (p. 16480) BP supports EPA's approach of not requiring
emissions reporting from emergency equipment or portable equipment. BP recommends that
EPA extend the scope of this exclusion to include all emergency equipment (not just generators)
such as fire-water pumps, life boats, etc along with portable equipment. BP does not believe that
designation as an emergency unit in a permit should be necessary to exclude emergency
equipment from reporting. Some emergency equipment may not be designated as "emergency"
in their air permit even though they are for emergency use. Further, some may not be permitted
at all. How the emissions from these emergency units are authorized will vary from state to state
and jurisdiction to jurisdiction, depending on the details of the programs. For example, due to
the MMS jurisdiction in Federal waters there is no permit program and no opportunity to
establish a permit designation; Indiana does not permit emergency generators at all, but rather
considers them to be de minimis; Texas might cover them under a PBR (Permit by Rule). In
§98.30(b), the term "emergency generators" should be changed to "emergency generators,
pumps, lifeboats, and other emergency equipment." Many facilities use combustion units (e.g.,
diesel engines) as the motive force for emergency pumps, to ensure fire water availability and
process fluid movement during power outages and life boats are powered with liquid fuels. BP
further recommends that EPA exclude all emergency stationary reciprocating internal
combustion engines (RICE) as the term is defined in 40 CFR 63 Subpart ZZZ7 (§63.6675).
These are sources whose operation is limited to emergency situations and whose emissions are
negligible when compared to other stationary combustion sources. Exclusion of these sources
would exclude sources such as stationary RICE used to pump water in the case of fire or flood,
for example. EPA should also consider exclusion of infrequent use stationary units (such as
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small generators) which are used during maintenance activities for control and minor power uses.
EPA should specifically acknowledge that portable onshore drilling and completion rigs and
mobile offshore drilling units (regardless of time at the same lease block or coordinates) (vessels)
are "portable sources" and excluded for rule applicability.

Response: Because of the need for comprehensive, national greenhouse gas emissions data, the
final rule provides only limited exclusions from the reporting requirements. In the final rule
EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators and portable equipment, has
removed the requirement for a state or local permit designating them as emergency generators,
and has excluded other emergency equipment from reporting. See §98.6, which includes
definitions of emergency generator and emergency equipment. However, stationary units used
during scheduled or routine maintenance are not emergency equipment and are not excluded.
This is because maintenance operations are not necessarily infrequent, the equipment involved
can be of widely varying sizes, and consequently the GHG emissions from these operations
cannot be assumed to be, and treated as, insignificant. With regard to the application of the
portable equipment exclusion to equipment on onshore drilling and completion rigs and on
offshore drilling units, the exclusion covers only equipment that is portable, as defined in the
rule. Under the definition of "portable," equipment that is "designed and capable of being
carried or moved from one location to another" is portable, unless such equipment meets one or
more certain specified criteria related to ability to be moved and residency time at a particular
location within a facility. The commenter does not provide any basis for changing the definition
and instead requests that EPA state that equipment on onshore drilling and completion rigs and
on offshore drilling units is, under all circumstances, portable, but such a statement would be
inconsistent with the definition of "portable." The applicability of the "portable" definition, and
thus of the reporting requirements, to particular equipment on a particular onshore rig or offshore
unit will depend on the specific circumstances of such rig or unit. Currently lacking such
information about the rigs and units, EPA cannot make a determination at this time with regard
to the commenter's equipment, but intends to do so in the future, upon request, when such
information is provided.

Commenter Name: Rich Raiders

Commenter Affiliation: Arkema Inc.

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0511.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 50

Comment: EPA has long recognized that hazardous waste combustors as the most highly
regulated units under the Clean Air Act. Because of the nature of the materials that these
combustors process, EPA has appropriately promulgated extensive operating and monitoring
requirements to minimize public risk from waste management operations, where EPA has a
vested interest in protecting the public from undue risks from hazardous waste activities.
Because of this appropriate scrutiny, reporters operating hazardous waste combustion ("HWC")
MACT (40 CFR 63 Subpart EEE) units are required to collect extensive quantities of
information concerning the streams being combusted in each affected source. Regulated
facilities are required to develop detailed waste profiles, describing the composition of the
significant components of each stream, the BTU value of each stream, and the firing schedule for
each processed waste, for each waste stream introduced into the combustion unit. This
compendium of information constitutes a very detailed process knowledge base whereby

50



operators of HWC MACT units can identify, in significant detail with reasonable accuracy, the
GHG emissions being emitted from each hazardous waste combustor. 40 CFR 63 Subpart EEE
contains extensive instrument monitoring and management provisions that represent the state of
the art in parametric monitoring systems. The HWC MACT also requires operators to test each
affected source twice every five years for a variety of emissions, including CO, emissions by
EPA Method 3 (40 CFR 60, Appendix A). The HWC MACT periodic testing requirements, the
most extensive testing requirements in all EPA compliance programs, protect the environment
and provide adequate data for any reporting system that may be required, including proposed
Part 98. HWC MACT operators must also manage the heat value of streams entering the
combustor unit. For example, in one Arkema HWC MACT unit, heat values for one stream are
determined per batch of material charged to the combustor, and on a periodic basis for a second
stream. The facility has the ability to directly evaluate if each stream contributes comparable
heat value, as defined by the comparable fuels rule, to the combustion device. These monitoring
activities provide data on indicator parameters, a subset of the extensive list of potential analytes
that indicate how the stream will perform in the combustor. Supplemental fuel (typically natural
gas) is metered using typical natural gas flow meters. As this facility can determine the total fuel
loading and heat value by existing systems, no further evaluation of the heating value of the
materials combusted should be required. Streams not contributing significant heat value should
not be tracked for Part 98 compliance. Part 98 should recognize the existing regulatory scrutiny
already placed on HWC MACT operators, and should only require a facility complying with the
HWC MACT to use existing data to calculate annual actual GHG emissions. Part 98 should
exclude all data management, equipment calibration, and parametric monitoring conditions for
any unit complying with 40 CFR 63 Subpart EEE. Compliance with the HWC MACT should be
deemed compliance with Part 98, except for the end-of-year actual GHG emission calculation
based on existing compliance data. EPA should further note in the preamble of any final Part 98
rule that the existing Method 3 CO; determinations from HWC MACT comprehensive
performance tests ("CPT") comprise adequate data to derive a site-specific emission CO,
emission factor with no further testing required.

Response: See the General Stationary Combustion source category section of the Preamble and
the separate source category comment response document for the response on the definition of
the source category.

EPA acknowledges the concerns of the commenter. Section 98.30 of the final rule clarifies the
definition of the general stationary fuel combustion source category and provides an expanded
list of sources exempted from GHG emissions reporting under Subpart C. Subsection (c) states
that, "For a unit that combusts hazardous waste, . . . reporting of GHG emissions is not required
unless: (1) Continuous emission monitors (CEMS) are used to quantify CO, mass emissions; or
(2) Any fuel listed in Table C-1 of this subpart is also combusted in the unit. In this case,
reporting of the GHG emissions from combustion of the other fuel(s), i.e., the fuel(s) listed in
Table C-1, is required." If reporting of GHG emissions is required, there is no requirement to
derive a site-specific emission factor for CO,, and the default factors used in Table C-1 can be
used. For this reason, the concern raised about the burden or inclusion of hazardous waste
combustion is addressed without the specific change requested by the commenter.
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Commenter Name: See Table 6

Commenter Affiliation:

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0679.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 48

Comment: EPA is proposing to not require reporting of emissions from portable equipment or
generating units designated as emergency generators in a permit issued by a state or local air
pollution control agency. We request comment on whether or not a permit should be required
for these emergency generators." (p. 16480) API supports EPA's approach of not requiring
emissions reporting from emergency equipment or portable equipment. The scope of this
exclusion should be broadened to include all emergency equipment (not just generators) such as
fire-water pumps, life boats, etc. API does not believe that designation as an emergency unit in a
permit should be necessary to exclude emergency equipment from reporting. Some emergency
equipment may not be designated as "emergency" in their air permit even though they are for
emergency use. Further, some may not be permitted at all. How the emissions from these
emergency units are authorized will vary from state to state and jurisdiction to jurisdiction,
depending on the details of the programs. For example, due to the MMS jurisdiction in Federal
waters there is no permit program and no opportunity to establish a permit designation; Indiana
does not permit emergency generators at all, but rather considers them to be de minimis; Texas
might cover them under a PBR (Permit by Rule). EPA should allow additional alternatives for
omitting reporting for an emergency unit other than description in an air permit, such as type of
use. The emissions from emergency units are very small compared to other stationary fuel
combustion sources, and are insignificant compared to the inventory of greenhouse gases;
therefore, discounting these emissions will not have a significant impact on the usefulness of the
greenhouse gas inventory. Also in §98.30(b), the term "emergency generators" should be
changed to "emergency generators, pumps, lifeboats, and other emergency equipment." Many
facilities use combustion units (e.g., diesel engines) as the motive force for emergency pumps, to
ensure fire water availability and process fluid movement during power outages and life boats
are powered with liquid fuels. API further recommends that EPA exclude all emergency
stationary reciprocating internal combustion engines (RICE) as the term is defined in 40 CFR 63
Subpart ZZZ7 (§63.6675). These are sources whose operation is limited to emergency situations
and whose emissions are negligible when compared to other stationary combustion sources.
Exclusion of these sources would exclude sources such as stationary RICE used to pump water
in the case of fire or flood, for example. EPA should exclude infrequent use units (such as small
stationary engines) in the same manner in which they have excluded portable equipment which
are used during maintenance activities for control and minor power uses. EPA should
specifically acknowledge that portable onshore drilling and completion rigs and mobile offshore
drilling units (vessels) are "portable sources", regardless of time at the same lease block or
coordinates, and excluded for rule applicability.

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the
prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of portable equipment,
emergency generators, and emergency equipment in §98.6. The definition of emergency
generator includes emergency recipriocating internal combustion engines or turbines. The
commenter should note that generators and other equipment used during scheduled facility
maintenance are not considered emergency equipment.
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Commenter Name: Karen St. John

Commenter Affiliation: BP America Inc. (BP)

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0631.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 46

Comment: Heating value §98.6 (p. 16622): The use of the API compendium would be clearer.
Suggested definition is: "Heating Value: The amount of energy released when a fuel is burned
completely. (See also HHV and LHV). HHV: Higher Heating Value or Gross Calorific Value.
The quantity of heat produced by the complete combustion of a unit volume or weight of fuel
assuming that the produced water is completely condensed (liquid state) and the heat is
recovered. LHV: Lower Heating Value or Net Calorific Value. The quantity of heat produced
by the complete combustion of a unit volume or weight of fuel assuming that the produced water
remains as a vapor and the heat of the vapor is not recovered. The difference between the HHV
and LHYV is the latent heat of vaporization of the product water (i.e., the LHV is reduced by the
enthalpy needed to vaporize liquid water).

Response: The commenter did not identify how the EPA definition of HHV was unclear and,
therefore, it is difficult to respond to the request to change the definition. EPA believes that the
proposed definition of high heat value includes the concepts identified by the commenter and has
finalized this definition.

Commener Name: Gregory A. Wilkins

Commenter Affiliation: Marathon Oil Corporation

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0712.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 45

Comment: Marathon proposes exempting emissions from any portable equipment
(compressors, generators, welders, etc.), stationary engines (that do not burn refinery fuel gas or
natural gas), or emergency equipment. EPA currently proposes to not require reporting of
emissions from emergency generating units but EPA should further that exemption to include all
emergency equipment including fire water pump drivers. Additionally, Marathon would like to
propose that in order to use this exemption, the emergency equipment should not be required to
be listed in a permit, and instead equipment be excluded if they are designated by the facility for
emergency use. Also, as an example, any equipment exempted from a Title V permit or any de
minimis activities as identified in a Title V permit or program should be exempted. These
sources are not only small and insignificant to the overall emissions data but are also extremely
difficult to estimate due to their mobility and the number of units. Another problem is that many
are used by contractors and are difficult to track. Also, the fuel used in this equipment (engines,
portable equipment, etc.) is already being counted as product emissions from the facility where
the fuel was produced. This would result in double counting. It is onerous to track fuel used for
small portable, stationary, or emergency equipment for insignificant emissions and should be
exempted or allowed to be accounted for as a portion of the de minimis level.

Response: See the Preamble and separate comment response document volume for the response
on de minimis reporting for small emission points.
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EPA has expanded the list of exempted source categories to include portable equipment,
emergency generators, other emergency equipment, irrigation well devices, and flares except
where required in other subparts of the rule. EPA has revised the rule language to remove the
prerequisite of a state or local permit for the exclusion of an emergency generator. Please refer
to the full definitions of emergency generator, emergency equipment, and portable equipment in
§98.6. In addition, EPA has revised the rule in order to ease the reporting burden on facilities,
such as allowing the use of a common supply line to determine fuel combustion, and removing
the cumulative 250 mmBtu/hr restriction on unit aggregation.

The commenter should note that EPA was asked to collect data from both upstream and
downstream reporters. The calculation methods for downstream reporters are based on
collecting the best information from downstream emitters.

Commenter Name: Michael Carlson

Commenter Affiliation: MEC Environmental Consulting
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0615
Comment Excerpt Number: 16

Comment: We recommend that the exemption for reporting of GHG emissions from emergency
generators not be limited to those generators which are permitted by either the state or local air
pollution control agency. Some generators, particularly smaller ones, are not required by all
state or local authorities to be permitted and thus would be subject to reporting under the
proposed rule as written.

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the
prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator
and emergency equipment in §98.6.

Commenter Name: Keith Overcash

Commenter Affiliation: North Carolina Division of Air Quality (NCDAQ)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0588

Comment Excerpt Number: 24

Comment: If a permit for these sources is to be requested then the definitions should be aligned
with other regulations. For example; definition of emergency generator should be aligned with
NSPS subparts IIII and JJJJ depending on the fuel used. These rules also include the standard
performance testing being limited to 100 hours or less but for a limited group of generators.
Subpart IIII limits the generators affected to those units whose construction, modification or
reconstruction began after July 11, 2005. Currently NC DAQ does not permit emergency
generators if this is the only emission source at a facility. There is no definition in the proposed
rule for peak-shaving generators. How does EPA propose to handle these emission sources?
Does the facility report the emissions from these sources if the facility is over the reporting
threshold or does the power company report their emissions? If a facility that exceeds the
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reporting threshold sells an emergency generator to a facility that is below the reporting
threshold, does the new owner of the generator have to report the emissions? This provision in
the rule will be a recordkeeping nightmare. How does EPA propose to track equipment sold by
facilities that have exceeded the reporting threshold? The database for reporting the GHG
emissions will have to be able to handle the facility-wide emissions from a facility that exceeds
the threshold and emission source specific emissions from sources that changed ownership if the
new owner's GHG emissions are below the reporting threshold.

Response: EPA believes that the applicability provisions and definitions of the rule should be
appropriate in light of the purposes of the rule and so need not necessarily "align" with the
applicability provisions and definitions in other rules. Because of the need for comprehensive,
national greenhouse gas emissions data, the rule provides only limited exclusions from the
reporting requirements. In the final rule, EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency
generators, has removed for such generators the 100-hour limitation and the requirement of
designation in a state or local permit, and has excluded other emergency equipment from
reporting.

However, emergency generators are limited to generators that "serve solely as a secondary
source of mechanical or electrical power whenever the primary energy supply is disrupted or
discontinued during power outages or natural disasters that are beyond the control of the owner
or operator of a facility." Consequently, generators that serve "as a back-up power source under
conditions of load shedding, peak shaving, power interruptions pursuant to an interruptible
power service agreement, or scheduled facility maintenance" are not emergency generators.
Generators that serve as back-up power sources under conditions of load shedding, peak
shaving, power interruption pursuant to an interruptible power source agreement, or scheduled
maintenance are not excluded because these operations are not necessarily infrequent, the
equipment involved can be of widely varying sizes, and so the GHG emissions from these
operations cannot be assumed to be, and treated as, insignificant. Because emissions are
reported on a facility basis, peak-shaving generators' emissions will be reported by the facility
where the generators are located. When generators are sold (and presumably moved) to a
different facility, emissions will be reported consistent with that facility's reporting obligations
under the rule in light of the sale. The owners and operators of the initial facility, and the owners
and operators of the subsequent facility, where the generators are located will know when the
sale took place and how the generators were operated when located at their respective facilities.
EPA will rely on submissions by the facilities' designated representatives and, as appropriate, on
audits to ensure that reporting obligations are met. While the commenter claims, without support
or specific examples, that these circumstances would result in a "recordkeeping nightmare," EPA
does not agree with the commenter's claim and believes that the reporting requirement is clear.

Commenter Name: Kimberly S. Lagomarsino

Commenter Affiliation: Mississippi Lime

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-1568
Comment Excerpt Number: 3

Comment: Mississippi Lime Company agrees with EPA's proposal for facilities to NOT report
emissions from portable equipment or generating units designated as emergency generators in a
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permit issued by a state or local air pollution control agency, as contained in Section V.C.1 of the
Preamble. Such emissions compose a tiny fraction of overall facility GHG emissions.

Response: EPA appreciates the comment, and has maintained the exclusion of emergency
generators and portable equipment, and has excluded other emergency equipment from
reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the prerequisite for a state or local
permit. Please refer to the full definitions of portable equipment, emergency generators, and
emergency equipment in §98.6.

Commenter Name: Sarah B. King

Commenter Affiliation: DuPont Company

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0604.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 24

Comment: DuPont agrees with EPA that the reporting of GHG emissions from portable
equipment and emergency generators is not necessary. This is supported by their infrequent use
and resulting relatively small contribution to the total greenhouse gas inventory. Further,
DuPont believes that coverage by a permit should not be a requirement for exclusion, but that the
definitions of "Emergency generator" and "Portable equipment" in §98.6 are sufficient to
delineate the excluded units

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the
prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator
and emergency equipment in §98.6. Portable equipment, as defined in §98.6, is also exempt
from reporting.

Commenter Name: Lauren E. Freeman

Commenter Affiliation: Hunton & Williams LLP

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0493.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 22

Comment: EPA solicits comment on whether an emergency generator should be exempt only if
it is designated as such in a permit. 74 Fed. Reg. at 16,480. Because some of these generators
are too small to require a permit, or to be covered in existing permits, a permit should not be
required for the exemption under this rule. UARG suggests that EPA exempt a generator under
this rule if (1) it meets the definition of "emergency generator" in Subpart A of the rule, or (2)
the generator is otherwise identified as an emergency generator in a permit.

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the
prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator
and emergency equipment in §98.6.
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Commenter Name: Patrick J. Nugent

Commenter Affiliation: Texas Pipeline Association (TPA)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0460.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 21

Comment: TPA supports proposed §98.30(b), which would exclude portable equipment and
generating units designated as emergency generators in state or local permits from the rule's
coverage.

Response: EPA appreciates the commenter's support. EPA has maintained the exclusion of
emergency generators, and has excluded other emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has
also revised the rule language to remove the prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer
to the full definitions of emergency generator and emergency equipment in §98.6.

Commenter Name: J. P. Blackford

Commenter Affiliation: American Public Power Association (APPA)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0661.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 21

Comment: EPA requested comments on its proposal "to not require reporting of emissions from
portable equipment or generating units designated as emergency generators in a permit issued by
a state or local air pollution control agency. [The EPA] request[s] comment on whether or not a
permit should be required for these emergency generators." APPA believes that such a permit
should not be required to exempt these emergency generators from reporting. Many emergency
generators are too small to require a state permit. This would be overly burdensome to affected
facilities and the permitting authority. In addition, by the very nature of the generator being used
solely for "emergencies," the emissions from those generators are minimal compared to the rest
of the electric utility sector. In the event of an emergency, the most important consideration for
the electric utility is providing power for our customers; asking the utility to maintain records to
allow the calculation of GHG emissions from those emergency generators may impede the main
goal of restoring power as quickly as possible to our customers.

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the
prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator
and emergency equipment in §98.6.

Commenter Name: Lauren E. Freeman

Commenter Affiliation: Hunton & Williams LLP

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0493.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 21

Comment: Although EGU is defined in proposed §98.6 as "any unit that combusts solid, liquid,
or gaseous fuel and is physically connected to a generator to produce electricity," Subpart D
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explicitly excludes "portable equipment" or generating units designated as "emergency
generators" in a state or local permit. Proposed §98.40(b). As a result, the existence of an
emergency generator would not itself be enough to subject a unit to Subpart D. EPA should
make clear in the final rule that this exemption for emergency generators also means that Subpart
D does not include a "methodology" that would otherwise subject such units to reporting.

Response: The direction of the comment is unclear, but EPA has clarified the applicability
under Subpart D to apply only to Acid Rain Program units and other units already reporting CO,
emissions to EPA under 40 CFR Part 75.

Commenter Name: Michael Carlson

Commenter Affiliation: MEC Environmental Consulting
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0615
Comment Excerpt Number: 21

Comment: We urge the agency to include an exemption under proposed Subpart C for units
used solely for comfort heating. Such an exemption would be consistent with other reporting
requirements under the agency's air programs.

Response: See the Preamble and separate comment response document volume for the response
on de minimis reporting for small emission points.

Because of the need for comprehensive, national greenhouse gas emissions data, the final rule
provides only limited exclusions from the reporting requirements. In light of this need for
comprehensive data, EPA has instead taken the approach of limiting the exclusions but allowing
reporting methods that provide data of a sufficient level of quality and consistency for the
purposes of this rule but that reduce the reporting burden on reporters. In §98.30, EPA has
excluded from reporting, for example, emergency generators and other emergency equipment,
but has not adopted an exclusion for "comfort heating." The commenter fails to define what is
meant by "comfort heating," much less explained how the suggested exclusion would be
consistent with reporting requirements in other programs. In any event, the commenter's
category of units used solely for comfort heating presumably would include sources providing
only heating for individuals, whether in an industrial, commercial, institutional, or residential
setting. EPA notes that the category of stationary fuel combustion sources already excludes
residential sources. With regard to "comfort heating" in industrial, commercial, and institutional
facilities, sources providing such heating will likely be routinely used and will be of widely
varying sizes depending on the size of the facility involved, and so the GHG emissions from
these units cannot be assumed to be, and treated as, insignificant. For the reasons discussed
above, this category of sources is not excluded from reporting.
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Commenter Name: Marcelle Shoop

Commenter Affiliation: Rio Tinto Services, Inc.

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0636.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 43

Comment: EPA requests comment on whether or not a permit should be required for
emergency generators as a condition for them to be excluded from emission reporting
requirements. (74 Fed. Reg. at 16480) If emergency generators are truly used for emergency
purposes, their emissions should in most cases be insignificant and should not be subject to the
GHG emissions reporting requirements.

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the
prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator
and emergency equipment in §98.6.

Commenter Name: Benjamin Brandes

Commenter Affiliation: National Mining Association (NMA)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0466.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 21

Comment: EPA does not provided definitions in the proposed reporting rule for "combustion
source" or "combustion unit." NMA requests that EPA provide definitions for these terms, or
alternatively revise the regulation to clarify that GHG emissions from a combustion source or a
combustion unit are those that are emitted from a stack serving the unit. NMA believes that
EPA's intent is to require emissions reporting from non-fugitive stationary combustion sources,
and therefore requests that EPA make its intentions clear in a final rule.

Response: In response to the comments, EPA does not believe that any additional language is
needed to address the differences between the terms "combustion source," "combustion unit,"
and "device," as they are used in Subpart C. As stated in §98.30 of the final rule, "Stationary
fuel combustion sources are devices that combust solid, liquid, or gaseous fuel, generally for the
purposes of producing electricity, generating steam, or providing useful heat or energy for
industrial, commercial, or institutional use, or reducing the volume of waste by removing
combustible matter." The use of the word "device" is not limited in any way by the definition of
the source category, general stationary fuel combustion. "Source" refers to those devices that do
meet the provisions of the definition of the source category, as presented in §98.30. "Unit"
generally describes a device that could be subject to the reporting requirements (were it to meet
the specifications listed in §98.30). EPA believes that as clarified by these explanations,
revisions to the rule are unnecessary.
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Commenter Name: Lorraine Krupa Gershman

Commenter Affiliation: American Chemistry Council (ACC)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0423.2
Comment Excerpt Number: 41

Comment: In §98.30, EPA should also exclude flares, thermal oxidizers, and other air pollution
control devices from the definition of stationary combustion sources requiring calculation and
reporting of greenhouse gas emissions. These units typically have low emissions, would not
have measured flow rates, and do not make a substantial impact on the total greenhouse gas
inventory. Any requirement to include these sources would put an unnecessary costly burden on
facilities to add flow measurement devices to the feed. For devices such as flares, which may
have a widely variable flow rate, there are additional challenges to finding an appropriate flow
measurement device capable of covering the range of flows encountered. EPA should clarify
that flare emissions should only be included in the calculations of Subpart C of the rule if another
subpart of the rule references *flares” or *emission control” equipment as a greenhouse gas
emission source requiring calculation and reporting of emissions.

Response: EPA has expanded the list of exempted source categories in §98.30(b) to include
portable equipment, emergency generators, other emergency equipment, irrigation well devices,
and flares (unless another subpart requires flare emissions to be reported). EPA has also revised
the Preamble and §98.33 to deal with certain unconventional combustion processes and types of
fuel. It is EPA's intent that sources allowed to use the Tier 1 and 2 methods, which include
smaller combustion devices and should be inclusive of control devices such as thermal oxidizers,
will only be required to report emissions from the combustion of fuels for which emission factors
are provided. In the Preamble, EPA has explained that "EPA believes that the reporting
requirements for Tier 1 and Tier 2 would only require the reporting of GHG emissions from
supplementary traditional fossil fuels from devices such as thermal oxidizers, pollution control
devices, fume incinerators, burnout furnaces, and other such equipment." EPA believes that
these provisions satisfy the intent of Part 98, to collect accurate and consistent GHG emissions
data that can be used to inform future decisions.

Commenter Name: Keith A. Nagel

Commenter Affiliation: ArcelorMittal USA and Severstal North America
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0496.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 31

Comment: EPA has requested comment on §98.30(b)'s proposed exclusion of "emergency
generators in a permit issued by a state or local air pollution control agency" from regulation
under Subpart C. While we agree with the exemption of emergency generators, we see no reason
why permitting of these small, rarely used sources is necessary. Requiring permitting would
only increase the permitting burden on states and facilities with no corresponding benefit.
Instead, EPA can rely on the Proposed Rule's definition of "emergency generator" as an
appropriate way to limit operation and testing of (and thus emissions from) these emergency
generation units.
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Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the
prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator
and emergency equipment in §98.6.

Commenter Name: Jeff A. Myrom

Commenter Affiliation: MidAmerican Energy Holdings Company
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0581.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 28

Comment: MidAmerican agrees that portable and emergency generating equipment is not a
significant source of emissions and emissions from portable and emergency generators should
not be included in the reporting requirements, nor should a permit for greenhouse gas emissions
be required for emergency generators.

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the
prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator
and emergency equipment in §98.6.

Commenter Name: Leslie Bellas

Commenter Affiliation: National Lime Association (NLA)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0520.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 26

Comment: 40 C.F.R. §98.33 and Table C-1 require sources to include biomass fuel emissions
in the emissions calculation for stationary fuel combustion sources. NLA believes that biomass
should be excluded from the emissions calculation because biomass offsets carbon emissions
from fossil fuel combustion, biomass is considered carbon neutral, see
http://www.eia.doe.gov/oiaf/1605/coefficients.html, and biomass emissions are not included in
determining whether a source meets the emissions threshold. NLA proposes that 40 C.F.R
§98.33 be revised to exclude biomass (which does not encompass municipal solid waste)
emissions calculation for stationary fuel combustion sources.

Response: See the response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0690.1 excerpt 1
corresponding to Section II. of the Preamble, and the response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-
0508-0631.1 excerpt 71 corresponding to Subpart C for additional explanation of the reporting of
biogenic CO; emissions.

EPA intends that biogenic CO, emissions should be reported; although EPA has decided to track
biogenic emissions separately, they still must be included in the total CO, emissions reported.
However, EPA notes (and believes that it has made clear in §98.2) that CO, emissions from
biogenic fuels do not count toward the 25,000 metric ton threshold for reporting for stationary
combustion units, although CH4 and N,O emissions from biogenic fuels must be considered.
Including reporting of biogenic CO; at facilities that are already reporting for stationary
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combustion provides EPA with information on the use of biofuels as they relate to reductions of
fossil CO, emissions over time. This reporting requirement also provides additional data for
verification. Reporters not using CEMS are required only to report on emissions of biomass
fuels for which default emission factors are provided, greatly reducing the burden associated
with this data element.

Commenter Name: Linda Farrington

Commenter Affiliation: Eli Lilly and Company (Lilly)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0680.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 24

Comment: Lilly believes the applicability of Subpart C should not include hazardous waste
incinerators or thermal oxidizers used as air pollution control devices. If the EPA receives
comments to the contrary and insists on including these types of units, the rule should only
require emission calculations for CO; and not for CH4 and N,O. EPA states that, "Typically,
nearly 100 percent of the fuel carbon is oxidized to CO,. The CH4 and N,O emissions from
stationary combustion are much smaller and indirectly related to the carbon and nitrogen
contents of the fuel. In the U.S., CO, emissions represent over 99 percent of the total CO,-
equivalent (CO,e) GHG emissions from all commercial, industrial, and electricity generation
stationary combustion sources. CH4 and N,O emissions together represent less than one percent
of the total CO,e emissions from the same sources (U.S. EPA, 2008 — Inventory of U.S.
Greenhouse Gases and Sinks)."

Response: While the commenter has not provided a reason for an exclusion of hazardous waste
incinerators, EPA has revised the Preamble and §98.33 to deal with certain unconventional
combustion processes and types of fuel. It is EPA's intent that sources allowed to use the Tier 1
and 2 methods, which include smaller combustion devices and should be inclusive of control
devices such as thermal oxidizers, will only be required to report emissions from the combustion
of fuels for which emission factors are provided. In the Preamble, EPA has explained that "EPA
believes that the reporting requirements for Tier 1 and Tier 2 would only require the reporting of
GHG emissions from supplementary traditional fossil fuels from devices such as thermal
oxidizers, pollution control devices, fume incinerators, burnout furnaces, and other such
equipment."

EPA notes that stationary combustion units that combust hazardous waste would report only the
emissions from combustion of any fuels covered by Subpart C that are co-fired with hazardous
wastes, not the hazardous wastes themselves.

See the response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0561.1 excerpt 2 for information on the
reporting requirements for CH4 and N,O.
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Commenter Name: Reed B. Hitchcock

Commenter Affiliation: Asphalt Roofing Manufacturers Association (ARMA)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0794.1

Comment Excerpt Number: 4

Comment: For most stationary fuel combustion sources, EPA's calculation methodologies for
calculating carbon dioxide emissions wisely focus only on emissions related to the fuel
combusted. Section 98.330f the GHG Reporting Proposal makes clear that the Tier 1 and Tier 2
calculation methodologies use fuel emission factors to estimate carbon dioxide emissions. Tier 3
uses a calculation based on annual fuel use and measured carbon content of that fuel. ARMA
agrees with this common-sense position. Yet in the preamble, EPA at times refers to carbon
dioxide emissions from stationary fuel combustion sources, without noting that the emissions
that must be reported are confined to those related to combustion of the fuel. See, for example,
p. 16480, col. 3. This failure in certain places to point out that the carbon dioxide emissions that
must be reported are limited to those related to fuel use could cause confusion for the regulated
community. For example, many facilities use thermal oxidizers as an air pollution control
device. While it is relatively straightforward to calculate carbon dioxide emissions from the fuel
combusted in these thermal oxidizers, it would be difficult to measure emissions from the
oxidation of volatile organic compounds in the gas exhaust stream. Thus, EPA should clarify in
the preamble to the final rule that for units such as thermal oxidizers the facility should calculate
and report only carbon dioxide emissions that are fuel-related.

Response: See the General Stationary Combustion source category Preamble section, as well as
the separate comment response document volume, for the response on the definition of the
source category.

EPA acknowledges the concerns of the commenter and has revised the Preamble and §98.33 to
deal with certain unconventional combustion processes and types of fuel. It is EPA's intent that
sources allowed to use the Tier 1 and 2 methods, which include smaller combustion devices and
should be inclusive of control devices such as thermal oxidizers, will only be required to report
emissions from the combustion of fuels for which emission factors are provided. In the
Preamble, EPA has explained that "EPA believes that the reporting requirements for Tier 1 and
Tier 2 would only require the reporting of GHG emissions from supplementary traditional fossil
fuels from devices such as thermal oxidizers, pollution control devices, fume incinerators,
burnout furnaces, and other such equipment."”

Commenter Name: Filipa Rio

Commenter Affiliation: Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers (Alliance)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0630.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 21

Comment: EPA is proposing to exclude reporting of portable equipment and generating units

designated as emergency generators in a permit issued by a state or local air pollution control

agency. While the premise of excluding the particular emergency generator sources also is

appropriate, we are concerned that many of these units would still need to be included because

they are not always addressed by air permits. Many state and local agencies provide exemptions
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from the requirement to obtain a permit for these types of units. Consequently, the proposed
reporting exclusion would not be available as the units may not be identified in a permit. The
Alliance proposes the emergency generator units as well as other pieces of equipment such as
emergency air compressors and fire pumps be excluded regardless of their permitted status.

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the
prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator
and emergency equipment in §98.6.

Commenter Name: Lorraine Krupa Gershman

Commenter Affiliation: American Chemistry Council (ACC)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0423.2
Comment Excerpt Number: 44

Comment: EPA has requested comment on whether a permit should be required for emergency
generators excluded from greenhouse gas reporting requirements in §98.3(b). ACC agrees with
EPA that the reporting of GHG emissions from emergency generators is not necessary. This is
supported by their infrequent use and small contribution to the total greenhouse gas inventory.
However, in §98.30(b), ACC does not believe that designation as an emergency generator in a
permit should be necessary to exclude them from reporting. Some emergency generators might
not be designated as *emergency’ in their air permit even though they are for emergency use.
Further, some may not be permitted at all. How the emissions from these generators are
authorized will vary from state to state, depending on the details of state programs. For example,
Indiana does not permit emergency generators at all, but rather considers them to be de minimis.
Texas might cover them under a PBR (Permit by Rule). EPA should allow additional
alternatives for omitting reporting for an emergency generator other than description in an air
permit, such as hours of use and type of use. The emissions from emergency generators are very
small compared to other stationary fuel combustion sources, and are insignificant compared to
the inventory of greenhouse gases; therefore, discounting these emissions will not have a
significant impact on the usefulness of the greenhouse gas inventory.

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the
prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator
and emergency equipment in §98.6.

Commenter Name: Keith Adams

Commenter Affiliation: Air Products and Chemicals, Inc.
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-1142.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 19

Comment: The proposed rule appropriately excludes minor combustion sources from the

definition of the Stationary Fuel Combustion source category, in particular process safety flares.

Air Products supports this effort to minimize the burden on regulated facilities, as these units
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typically have very low emissions, typically do not have measured flow rates, and do not make a
substantial impact on the total greenhouse gas inventory. Flares typically must operate over a
widely variable flow rate and it is often very challenging to finding an appropriate flow
measurement device capable of covering the range of flows encountered. Any requirement to
include these sources would put an unnecessary costly burden on facilities to add flow
measurement devices to the feed. As further evidence that these devices should be excluded,
thermal oxidizers and air pollution control devices are excluded from greenhouse gas reporting
requirements in the European Union. Where flaring operations are a routine operating control of
a facility, such as in refineries, EPA has explicitly included emission estimation and reporting
requirements. Air Products Comment: Clarify that flare emissions should only be included in
the calculations of Subpart C of the rule if another subpart of the rule explicitly requires such
emission calculation and reporting. Flare emissions should be otherwise excluded categorically
or as a de mini mis source.

Response: EPA has revised the language of the final rule to expand the list of exempted source
categories to include flares as defined in §98.6, except where another subpart of the rule requires
flare emissions to be reported (see §98.30(b)). It is EPA's intent that sources allowed to use the
Tier 1 and 2 methods, which include smaller combustion devices and should be inclusive of
control devices such as thermal oxidizers, will only be required to report emissions from the
combustion of fuels for which emission factors are provided. In the Preamble, EPA has
explained that "EPA believes that the reporting requirements for Tier 1 and Tier 2 would only
require the reporting of GHG emissions from supplementary traditional fossil fuels from devices
such as thermal oxidizers, pollution control devices, fume incinerators, burnout furnaces, and
other such equipment."”

Commenter Name: Linda Farrington

Commenter Affiliation: Eli Lilly and Company (Lilly)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0680.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 19

Comment: The language in §98.30(a) clearly indicates that "incinerators" are to be included in
the general stationary fuel combustion source category. However, the EPA does not provide a
definition of "incinerators," nor does it discuss the various types of incineration processes and
their relative contribution to the nation's GHG emissions. Lilly believes further consideration is
warranted for two types of incinerators, thermal oxidizers used for emissions control and
incinerators used to destroy hazardous solid and liquid waste. a. Thermal oxidizers and fume
incinerators are acceptable control methods for reducing emissions of VOCs and hazardous air
pollutants (HAPs) and are often required in order to meet Part 60, 61, or 63 emission standards.
These units would typically have low GHG emissions that result from the combustion of process
VOC/HAP emissions and the combustion of supplemental fossil fuels necessary to maintain
temperature in the incinerator. For instance, the CO; emissions from process vapor destroyed in
a Regenerative Thermal Oxidizer at one of our sites was estimated to be 1% of the CO;
emissions from the fuel used to maintain the RTO's temperature. Additionally, these estimated
CO, emissions are less than 0.05% of the estimated direct CO, emissions from the site.
Estimating GHG emissions from the combustion of supplemental fossil fuels, such as natural
gas, is very straightforward since emission factors are readily available and flow measurement
devices are usually present. However, the estimation of GHG emissions from the combustion of
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process VOC/HAP emissions is more problematic. As proposed, the mandatory reporting rule
would require facilities with thermal oxidizers or fume incinerators to perform daily sampling to
determine the carbon content of the process gas (Tier 3) or install CO, CEMS (Tier 4). In
addition, facilities would also have to conduct stack tests to determine source specific emission
factors for CH4 and N,O. Lilly believes this to be overly burdensome, given the relatively low
GHG emissions expected from these air pollution control devices. b. Hazardous waste
incinerators are not included in the current European Union Emissions Trading Scheme and Lilly
suggests that they should also be excluded from the proposed mandatory GHG emission
reporting rule. [Footnote: EU Directive 2003-87, Annex 1] According to EPA's 2005 estimates,
there are fewer than 100 hazardous waste on-site incinerators in the United States. [Footnote:
National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants: Final Standards for Hazardous Air
Pollutants for Hazardous Waste Combustors (Phase I Final Replacement Standards and Phase
II); Final Rule; October 12, 2005 Federal Register, p. 59530 [70FR59530]] The proposed GHG
emission reporting rule would essentially require each of these units to conduct monthly testing
of carbon content (Tier 3) or install CO, CEMS (Tier 4). As with thermal oxidizers, stack
testing would also be necessary for hazardous waste incinerators in order to develop source
specific emission factors for CH4 and N,O. Lilly does not believe it is appropriate or cost
effective to require this degree of monitoring for such as small group of sources and we
recommend that the EPA maintain consistency with the European Union by excluding hazardous
waste incinerators from the reporting requirements in Subpart C. For the reasons described
above, Lilly recommends the following addition to the language included in §98.30: "§98.30(c)
This source category does not include air pollution control devices (including thermal oxidizers
and fume incinerators) or hazardous waste incinerators."

Response: EPA acknowledges the concerns of the commenter and has revised the Preamble and
§98.33 to deal with certain unconventional combustion processes and types of fuel. It is EPA's
intent that sources allowed to use the Tier 1 and 2 methods, which include smaller combustion
devices and should be inclusive of control devices such as thermal oxidizers, will only be
required to report emissions from the combustion of fuels for which emission factors are
provided. In the Preamble, EPA has explained that "EPA believes that the reporting
requirements for Tier 1 and Tier 2 would only require the reporting of GHG emissions from
supplementary traditional fossil fuels from devices such as thermal oxidizers, pollution control
devices, fume incinerators, burnout furnaces, and other such equipment." In addition, §98.30 has
been revised to exempt units that combust hazardous waste from reporting GHG emissions given
that CEMS are not used to quantify CO, mass emissions and that no fuel listed in Table C-1 is
also combusted in the unit (in that case only emissions from the supplemental fuel must be
reported).

Commenter Name: Dan F. Hunter

Commenter Affiliation: ConocoPhillips Company

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0515.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 18

Comment: Typically, non-permitted emergency generators emit fewer emissions than permitted

generators. Therefore, the state may not require a permit for an emergency generator. All
emergency generators should also be excluded from the requirements of Subpart C.
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ConocoPhillips recommends non-permitted emergency generators also be excluded from
requirements of Subpart C.

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the
prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator
and emergency equipment in §98.6.

Commenter Name: Linda Farrington

Commenter Affiliation: Eli Lilly and Company (Lilly)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0680.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 18

Comment: The language in §98.30(b) states that the source category does not include portable
equipment or generating units designated as emergency generators in a permit issued by a state
or local air pollution control agency. The EPA should not base the applicability of Subpart C on
how a specific piece of equipment is permitted because permitting requirements for these types
of units vary significantly from state to state. Some states, including Indiana, provide permit
exemptions for emergency generators and fire pumps. [Footnote: 326 IAC 2-1.1-
3(e)(25)(B)and(C)] The GHG reporting exemption for these kinds of engines should not depend
on how the unit is permitted. A small, infrequently used engine will emit low quantities of
GHGs regardless of how the unit is permitted or described in a permit. Thus, Lilly proposes the
following revision to the language in §98.30(b): "§98.30(b) This source category does not
include portable equipment, emergency generators, or emergency pumps." If the agency
believes it is necessary to establish some regulatory parameters around engines used for
emergencies to prevent abuse of the exemption, the rules should define emergency generators or
emergency pumps, similar to how it is addressed in MACT and NSPS rules.

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the
prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator
and emergency equipment in §98.6.

Commenter Name: Sarah E. Amick

Commenter Affiliation: The Rubber Manufacturers Association (RMA)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0647.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 15

Comment: Table C-3 provides emission factors for "distillate." (74 Fed. Reg. at 16640).
However, distillate is not a defined term in the rule. In order to avoid confusion, the fuel types
listed in the emission factor tables should be consistent with the defined terms.

Response: EPA has revised the Tables in the final rule considerably, and believes that the
commenter's concern is addressed by the revision. Also, please see §98.6 for definitions on
different classes of distillates (e.g., No.1, No.2, etc.).
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Commenter Name: Kelly R. Carmichael

Commenter Affiliation: NiSource

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-1080.2
Comment Excerpt Number: 15

Comment: NiSource agrees with INGAA recommendation of a de minimis threshold of 10
MMBtu/hr: The Proposed Rule does not include de minimis emission levels or exemption for
small combustion sources that are not required to have a permit issued by a state or local air
pollution control agency, and the rule notes that the burden associated with reporting small
sources is addressed. Despite this claim, we believe that an unwarranted burden will be imposed
and recommend that a de minimis or size-based exemption threshold be identified for
combustion sources. NiSource agrees with the INGAA recommendation of a 10 MMBtu/hr
exemption threshold. Many subject facilities include small combustors with minimal emissions.
For example, water heaters at a small co-located office building and other small heaters will
typically be present at subject facilities with much larger combustion sources. Typically,
emissions will be inconsequential but activity data associated with these source types will not be
readily available. Thus, an unnecessary amount of time will be spent devising fuel use or
operating time estimates that will be highly uncertain and have an insignificant affect on facility
emissions. Affected sources are faced with significant implementation challenges due to the
breadth and timing of the Proposed Rule, and the additional burden associated with reporting
trivial emissions is not warranted.

Response: See the Preamble, Section II. K., and the response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-
0508-0423.2 excerpt 40 for the response on de minimis reporting for small emission points.

See the Preamble, Section II. E., and the response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0350.1
excerpt 3 for additional explanation of the selection and form of thresholds.

EPA appreciates the commenter's concern. The final rule includes further clarification and
flexibility regarding aggregation and common pipe provisions that will reduce the burden on
sources. First, in order to reduce the burden of compliance, EPA has explicitly allowed for the
use of company records to determine fuel consumption. EPA has also removed the cumulative
250 mmBtu/hr restriction on unit aggregation, and has clarified the common pipe reporting
option. In §98.30, EPA has expanded the list of sources excluded from coverage; however, this
expansion does not include a 10 mmBtu/hr exemption threshold. These sources would be
included under Subpart C for facilities that are required to comply with Part 98. In addition,
EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other emergency
equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the prerequisite for
a state or local permit.
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Commenter Name: Benjamin Brandes

Commenter Affiliation: National Mining Association (NMA)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0466.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 23

Comment: NMA agrees that portable equipment and emergency generators are properly
excluded from this rule and should not be required to be reported upon. Backup generators and
portable equipment may vary tremendously in size and are typically seldom used. Requiring
reporting on these sources would be unduly burdensome, especially on small businesses.
Furthermore, collecting data on these sources would not add significantly to EPA's
understanding of the CO;e emissions produced in the United States.

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the
prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator
and emergency equipment in §98.6. Portable equipment, as defined in §98.6, is also exempt
from reporting.

Commenter Name: Sean M, O'Keefe

Commenter Affiliation: Hawaiian Commercial and Sugar Company (HC&S)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-1138.1

Comment Excerpt Number: 2

Comment: EPA proposes that emissions from portable equipment or from generating units
designated as emergency generators in a permit issued by a state or local air pollution control
agency should not be included in the general stationary fuel combustion source category or in the
electricity generation source category. Emissions from these units would therefore not be
counted when determining whether a facility emits 25,000 metric tons of CO, equivalents
(COzeq) per year, nor would they be included in the annual emissions to be reported to EPA.
EPA requests comment regarding whether or not a permit should be required for such emergency
generators. A&B supports EPA's proposal to exclude from reporting requirements emissions
from portable equipment and emergency generating units. Annual emissions from these units are
typically very low, due to their small size and/or very low operating hours, and tracking and
reporting these emissions would impose an unreasonable burden on reporting facilities without
significant benefit. A&B does not feel that generating units should have to be designated as
emergency generators in a permit issued by a state or local air pollution control agency in order
to be excluded from reporting. Some facilities with emergency generators may not be subject to
state or local air permitting requirements; emissions from such unpermitted generators would be
no higher than those from permitted generators and therefore should be covered by the same
reporting exclusion. A&B believes that other emergency equipment with similarly low operating
hours and correspondingly low emissions, such as backup fire pumps, should also be excluded
from reporting requirements for the same reason that emergency generators should be excluded.

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the
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prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator
and emergency equipment in §98.6.

Commenter Name: See Table 10

Commenter Affiliation:

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0635
Comment Excerpt Number: 75

Comment: EPA requested comment on whether portable combustion equipment should be
exempt. The oil and gas sector includes a number of large portable combustion units (e.g.
drilling rigs, work over rigs, construction equipment, portable flares, portable generators, etc.).
We recommend including these sources in the mandatory reporting rule.

Response: EPA refers the commenter to the definition of "portable" in §98.6, which the effect
of which is to cause only some portable equipment to be exempt. The commenter should also
note that EPA is not preparing a final version of the Oil and Natural Gas Systems (Subpart W) at
this time.

Commenter Name: Joel R. Hall

Commenter Affiliation: INEOS Fluor Americas LLC
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-1525
Comment Excerpt Number: 3

Comment: Exempt other emergency units in a permit issued by a state or local air pollution
control agency. Paragraph 98.30(b) exempts "generating units designated as emergency
generators in a permit issued by a state or local air pollution control agency" from the reporting
requirements of Subpart C - General Stationary Fuel Combustion Sources. INEOS Fluor is
unable to find any substantiation for this exemption in the preamble or the Technical Support
Document. However, INEOS Fluor offers that other types of emergency units (firewater,
cooling water, etc.) exist that are designated as emergency units in a permit issued by a state or
local air pollution control agency. These units (typically a diesel driver) are likely to be of the
same general type and size as emergency generators. INEOS Fluor's experience is that these
units are generally operated for routine maintenance and during periodic performance checks.
They are rarely operated for their intended used (i.e., extended periods of time). As such,
INEOS Fluor requests that all emergency units (generators, firewater pumps, cooling water
pumps, etc.) designated as emergency units in a permit issued by a state or local air pollution
control agency be exempted from Subpart C in the final rule.

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the
prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator
and emergency equipment in §98.6.
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Commenter Name: Bruce R. Byrd

Commenter Affiliation: AT & T Services, Inc.

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0426.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 2

Comment: The emergency generator exemption should not be limited to state permits. In
exempting emergency generators from the proposed Reporting Rule's requirements, the proposed
regulations limit the exemption to engines "designated as emergency generators in a permit
issued by a state or local air pollution control agency." See Proposed 40 C.F.R. §98.30(b) and
§98.40(b), 74 Fed. Reg. at 16631, 16641. This definition of "emergency generator" is
unnecessarily limited. Many states do not have a permitting program that identifies "emergency
generators" as such. States treat emergency generators in widely disparate manners, identifying
them using permits, permits by rule, and exemptions. Many states do not have any separate
program for emergency generators at all. Thus, under EPA's proposed rule, there will be many
instances where emergency generators exist but are not explicitly identified by the permit issued
by a state. Including such generators in the reporting process simply due to administrative
differences in state licensing practices renders moot an otherwise important exemption.
Consequently, EPA should supplement this definition with an exemption that applies
consistently across the United States in order to avoid irrationally excluding emergency
generators beyond those permitted by some states as emergency generators. EPA can achieve
this result by hinging the exemption on the rule's definition of "emergency generator," and not
necessarily on state and local permits. Specifically, we propose that 40 C.F.R. §98.30(b) and
§98.40(b) should read: "This source category does not include portable equipment or emergency
generators, as defined in this rule or designated in a permit, permit by rule, or exemption issued
or otherwise authorized by a state or local air pollution control agency." This proposed change
would not hinge the applicability of the rule solely on state law approaches, while at the same
time providing EPA the flexibility to define the scope of the emergency generator exemption
through the definition of "emergency generators" as described above.

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the
prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator
and emergency equipment in §98.6.

Commenter Name: Delaine W. Shane

Commenter Affiliation: Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0551.1

Comment Excerpt Number: 2

Comment: We support the exclusion/exemption of emergency generators and engines from the
Rule, which is consistent with CARB's reporting rule. The definition of emergency generator in
the proposed rule needs to be comprehensive in order to exclude all such portable and stationary
equipment and incorporate related exemption language as contained in other existing reporting
rules, such as CARB's reporting rule and other CARB and SCAQMD rules for portable and
stationary emergency engines. EPA's definition needs to be broad enough to include items such
as maintenance and testing, demand response programs, and failure of a facility's internal power
distribution system.
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Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the
prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator
and emergency equipment in §98.6, which address demand response procedures and other testing
procedures.

Commenter Name: H. Allen Faulkner

Commenter Affiliation: Ascend Performance Materials, LLC, Decatur Plant
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-1578

Comment Excerpt Number: 2

Comment: Currently, the stationary fuel combustion source category is defined as "devices that
combust solid, liquid, or gaseous fuel, generally for the purposes of producing electricity,
generating steam, or providing useful heat or energy for industrial, commercial, or institutional
use, or reducing the volume of waste by removing combustible matter. Stationary fuel
combustion sources include, but are not limited to, boiler, combustion turbines, engines,
incinerators, and process heaters." Ascend operates two unique devices for the production of
coke from coal at its Decatur Alabama Plant. To our knowledge these are the only two units like
this in the United States. The coking units burn the volatiles out of the coal and produce a high
grade "buckwheat" coke used primarily in the steel industry. Generally, half the coal input to
Image is discharged as coke and the other half is the volatiles combusted. The units do have tube
sections to recover the heat from the volatiles that are burned and generate steam as a byproduct
that is used to heat our chemical processes. We sell the coke into the spot market, and only run
the units to meet customer orders and demand. It is not practical to run the coking units solely
for steam generation. The current definition of the stationary fuel combustion source category
states that if a device is operated "... generally for the purposes of producing ..... steam ....
or...useful heat...." it would be considered a stationary fuel combustion source. The coking units
primary purpose is to produce coke product, even though some byproduct steam is generated and
recovered. Therefore, we suggest that the word "generally" be replaced with the word "primary."

Response: See the individual source category section(s) of the Preamble and the source
category comment response document(s) for the response on the definition of the source
category.

Because of the need for comprehensive, national greenhouse gas emissions data, the final rule
provides only limited exclusions from the reporting requirements. In light of this need for
comprehensive data, EPA has instead taken the approach of limiting the exclusions but allowing
reporting methods that provide data of a sufficient level of quality and consistency for the
purposes of this rule but that reduce the reporting burden on reporters. The commenter's
suggested revision would reduce, potentially significantly, the scope of the category of
"stationary fuel combustion sources" to cover only sources whose "primary" purpose is
"producing electricity, generating steam, or providing useful heat or energy for industrial,
commercial, or institutional use, or reducing the volume of waste by removing combustible
matter", rather than sources that "generally" combust fuel (i.e., combust fuel during normal
operation) for such purposes. The commenter provides no information about what facilities,
other than its two facilities, might potentially be excluded from reporting as a result of the
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suggested change. However, it seems that the suggested change could arguably exclude facilities
that produce electricity, steam, or useful heat or energy for another purpose (e.g., to manufacture
a product) and thus could claim that latter purpose is their "primary" purpose. Not only would
the excluded group of sources potentially be extensive, but also such sources would likely
operate frequently and be of widely varying sizes. For all these reasons, the GHG emissions
from these sources cannot be assumed to be, and treated as, insignificant. For the reasons
discussed above, EPA rejects the commenter's suggested revision.

Commenter Name: Jeffrey A. Sitler

Commenter Affiliation: University of Virginia (UVA)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0675.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 2

Comment: The University of Virginia (UVA) owns a variety of stationary combustion sources
from large steam generating boilers at our Main Heat Plant to small residential furnaces and
water heaters. Does the stationary source definition (§98.30) include small units such as
residential type water heaters, furnaces, etc? These units are not included in our Title V
emissions reporting. §98.30(a) states "stationary fuel combustion sources are devices that
combust fuel, generally for the purposes of... providing useful heat or energy..." In the request
for comments on de minimis exclusions G.2., a statement for the justification of the lack of de
minimis exclusions states that the "proposed rule would affect only larger facilities, would only
require reporting of significant emission points only..." In light of this statement, it would seem
that small residential units would not be considered since individually they are not significant
emission sources. We suggest modifying the text of §98.30(b) to include an exemption for small
residential type units. If the smaller units are not included, we would suggest that a threshold
Btu/hr limit be used, such as 200,000 Btu/hr, which would eliminate most home sized hot water
units and smaller furnaces. Virginia air regulation, 9 VAC 5-80-720 C2, considers the following
fuel combustion units as insignificant sources: 1. Those with heat input levels less than 10
MMBtu/hr rated input, using natural gas. 2. Those with heat input levels less than | MMBtu/hr
rated input, using distillate oil (maximum 0.5% sulfur). Alternatively, potential language for
exempting small combustion sources can be taken from an EPA survey we completed last year.
The survey was gathering information to support a revised NESHAP for boilers and process
heaters. The following text is the response to a question on whether space heaters or water
heaters were in the scope of the survey: "If a boiler serves as a space heater it is included in the
survey. If a boiler serves as a hot water heater (as defined below) it is not included. Any unit
that is not a boiler, but provides comfort heat is not included in the scope of the survey. A hot
water heater means a closed vessel with a capacity of no more than 120 U.S. gallons in which
water is heated by combustion of gaseous or liquid fuel and is withdrawn for use external to the
vessel at pressures not exceeding 160 psig, including the apparatus by which the heat is
generated and all controls and devices necessary to prevent water temperatures from exceeding
210 °F (99 °C)."

Response: See the Preamble, Section II. K., and the response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-
0508-0423.2 excerpt 40 for the response on de minimis reporting for small emission points.

See the Preamble, Section II. E., and the response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0350.1
excerpt 3 for additional explanation of the selection and form of thresholds.
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In the final rule the definition of "stationary fuel combustion source" already excludes residential
sources because it covers devices combusting fuel "generally for the purposes of producing
electricity, generating steam, or providing useful heat or energy for industrial, commercial, or
institutional use, or reducing the volume of waste by removing combustible matter" (§98.30(a)
(emphasis added)). Consequently, EPA believes that it is unnecessary to add a specific
exemption for "small residential type units" as suggested by the commenter. Whether the
commenters' facilities that are referred to in the comment are covered by the stationary fuel
combustion source definition depends on the specific circumstances of those facilities. Currently
lacking such information about these facilities, EPA cannot make a determination at this time
with regard to the commenter's equipment, but intends to do so in the future, upon request, when
such information is provided.

Commenter Name: Lorraine Krupa Gershman

Commenter Affiliation: American Chemistry Council (ACC)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0423.2
Comment Excerpt Number: 42

Comment: In §98.30(a), EPA has not defined "incinerator." Without a definition, it could
apply to a very broad range of things from large waste incinerators to small thermal control
devices for vent gas streams. While it may be appropriate to include non-hazardous waste
incinerators due to the potential significant contribution to a facility's total GHG emissions, small
devices may not be flow monitored and do not add a significant contribution to the total
greenhouse gas inventory. It would be overly burdensome and unnecessarily costly to add these
flow measurement devices to these sources to facilitate emission calculations.

Response: See the General Stationary Combustion source category section of the Preamble and
the source category separate comment response document volume for the response on the
definition of the source category.

EPA acknowledges the concerns of the commenter, and has revised §98.30 of the final rule to
clarify the definition of the general stationary fuel combustion source category and provide an
expanded list of sources exempted from GHG emissions reporting under Subpart C. The
commenter should consult the revised rule which includes devices that combust fuel for the
purpose of "reducing the volume of waste by removing combustible manner" in the definition of
the stationary combustion source category, and exempts flares (except where required to report
by another subpart) and devices that incinerate hazardous waste (with certain conditions). EPA
has revised the Preamble and §98.33 to deal with certain unconventional combustion processes
and types of fuel. It is EPA's intent that sources allowed to use the Tier 1 and 2 methods, which
include smaller combustion devices and should be inclusive of control devices such as thermal
oxidizers, will only be required to report emissions from the combustion of fuels for which
emission factors are provided. In the Preamble, EPA has explained that "EPA believes that the
reporting requirements for Tier 1 and Tier 2 would only require the reporting of GHG emissions
from supplementary traditional fossil fuels from devices such as thermal oxidizers, pollution
control devices, fume incinerators, burnout furnaces, and other such equipment."
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Commenter Name: George H. Berghorn

Commenter Affiliation: Michigan Forest Products Council (MFPC)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0721.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 2

Comment: A restrictive definition limits the use of forest biomass to meet the RFS mandate of
36 billion gallons by 2022, thus jeopardizing our ability to meet the standard. A restrictive
standard creates a market barrier for forest biomass and creates an uneven playing field relative
to other feedstocks. A broad definition of wood is necessary. A broad definition of forest
biomass that appropriately addresses sustainability is essential. Sustainability is best addressed
at the local level using established and familiar tools and processes, like state water quality best
management practices, that have proven effective over time.

Response: EPA has finalized the biomass definition in §98.6 largely as proposed, with some
additional language addressing the biogenic fractions of industrial and municipal wastes. The
EPA believes the definition of biomass is defined broadly enough to include the majority of
wood and forest biomass. In addition, addressing sustainability and certifying renewable fuels is
beyond the scope of this rule.

Commenter Name: Lorraine Krupa Gershman

Commenter Affiliation: American Chemistry Council (ACC)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0423.2
Comment Excerpt Number: 43

Comment: It is not clear whether EPA intended for facilities to report greenhouse gas emissions
of hazardous waste burned in hazardous waste incinerators or combustors. For example, Table
C-1 (74 FR 16481) does not mention hazardous waste fuels. ACC recommends that EPA
exempt hazardous waste combustion units from the rule. These hazardous waste units would be
small contributions to the total inventory and may vary widely in flow rate and composition, thus
making the calculations more difficult. Furthermore, EPA has recognized the small contribution
by exempting hazardous waste from the calculations and reporting in the landfill subpart of this
proposed rule.

Response: See the General Stationary Combustion source category section of the Preamble and
the separate source category comment response document volume for the response on the
definition of the source category.

EPA acknowledges the concerns of the commenter, and has revised §98.30 of the final rule to
clarify the definition of the general stationary fuel combustion source category and provide an
expanded list of sources exempted from GHG emissions reporting under Subpart C. The
commenter should consult the revised rule which exempts combustion of hazardous waste,
unless CEMS are used to quantify CO, mass emissions, or any fuel listed in Table C-1 is also
combusted in the unit.
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Commenter Name: Geoffrey Cullen

Commenter Affiliation: Can Manufacturers Institute (CMI)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0703.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 2

Comment: EPA is using a very broad definition of "General Stationary Fuel Combustion
Sources." The rule defines General Stationary Fuel Combustion Sources as: "devices that
combust solid, liquid, or gaseous fuel, generally for the purposes of producing electricity,
generating steam, or providing useful heat or energy for industrial, commercial, or institutional
use, or reducing the volume of waste by removing combustible matter. Stationary fuel
combustion sources include, but are not limited to, boilers, combustion turbines, engines,
incinerators, and process heaters." CMI is concerned that the proposed definition is so broad that
it might include pollution control devices such as thermal oxidizers that combust natural gas.
CMI urges EPA to add an explicit exclusion from the definition of General Stationary Fuel
Combustion Sources for "air pollution control devices." EPA does exclude "portable equipment
or generating units designated as emergency generators in a permit issued by a state or local air
pollution control agency" from the definition of Stationary Fuel Combustion Source. CMI
supports this exclusion.

Response: EPA has revised the Preamble and §98.33 to deal with certain unconventional
combustion processes and types of fuel. It is EPA's intent that sources allowed to use the Tier 1
and 2 methods, which include smaller combustion devices and should be inclusive of control
devices such as thermal oxidizers, will only be required to report emissions from the combustion
of fuels for which emission factors are provided. In the Preamble, EPA has explained that "EPA
believes that the reporting requirements for Tier 1 and Tier 2 would only require the reporting of
GHG emissions from supplementary traditional fossil fuels from devices such as thermal
oxidizers, pollution control devices, fume incinerators, burnout furnaces, and other such
equipment."

Commenter Name: Bruce R. Byrd

Commenter Affiliation: AT & T Services, Inc.

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0426.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 1

Comment: The definition of "emergency generator" must encompass emergency demand
response. EPA proposes to explicitly exclude certain emergency generators from the General
Stationary Fuel Combustion Source and Electricity Generation subparts. See Proposed 40 C.F.R.
§98.30(b) and §98.40(b), 74 Fed. Reg. at 16631, 16641. The currently proposed definition,
however, could be read to disqualify generators from the emergency classification if the
generator is used or could be used for the critical function of providing emergency demand
response. Importantly, while the definition initially makes it clear that emergency generators
providing a "secondary source" of electrical power during "power outages" are within the
definition, this last sentence creates ambiguity by removing from the definition generators that
respond to "power interruptions pursuant to an interruptible power service agreement." Thus, as
a result of this ambiguity, the definition arguably could be read to impose significant reporting
obligations on generators that participate in emergency demand response programs despite the
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clear statement at the outset of the definition purporting to exempt secondary sources of
electrical power in "emergency situations." In other words, it is possible that "power
interruptions pursuant to an interruptible power service agreement" could be read to include the
emergency generators that participate in emergency demand response programs that are often
our nation's last line of defense against power outages. We believe EPA must clarify the final
rule to provide that generators providing emergency power under emergency demand response
programs are properly within the "emergency generator" definition. Emergency demand
response programs are critical to our environment and the security of the nation's power grid.
Developed by companies that manage the electric grid, these programs are only used in the most
serious emergencies to prevent brownouts and blackouts due to insufficient supply of power to
the grid. Participants in an emergency demand response program have no control over the
timing of these events, they are identified by the grid managers, who direct participants to
comply. Participants in such programs do not supply power to the grid; all power is used at the
individual facility. The emergency demand response programs are only instituted in cases of
true emergencies. Following are three examples of this type of emergency demand response
program. 1. In New England, the demand response program is only implemented once ISO New
England, the Regional Transmission Organization (RTO) serving Connecticut, Maine,
Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, and Vermont, declares Operating Procedure 4,
Action 12. Since the demand response program was initiated in New England in 2002, there
have been three days on which ISO New England requested action in Connecticut, and on only
one of those days was action requested for all of New England. 2. The mid-Atlantic RTO, PJM,
activates its Emergency Load Response Program (ELRP) according to the procedures in the PJIM
Manual 13 Emergency Operations for a PJM Declared Emergency. In the past five years, the
ELRP has only been activated five times for a total of 20 hours. 4. The Electricity Reliability
Council of Texas (ERCOT) activates its Emergency Interruptible Load Service (EILS) Program
just before the electric grid is expected to fail. The EILS is integrated into ERCOT's Electrical
Emergency Curtailment Plan and is activated during a Stage 3 emergency, where the alternative
is blackouts. The EILS Program is designed for a maximum of six dispatches per year with a
maximum of 24 hours. While participants in emergency demand response programs are
compensated whether or not their engines are called, emergency demand response programs
should not be confused with economic demand response programs or peak-shaving. Emergency
demand response programs are initiated by the transmission system operators when the threat of
power outages is likely and are critical to maintaining available power during periods of extreme
load on the electric power infrastructure. These unplanned events are out of the control of
emergency generator owners or operators. As the examples above demonstrate, emergency
generators providing such critical power are not major contributors to GHG emissions. In fact,
as part of an effective emergency demand response program, they lead to a significant decrease
in emissions. They are only used to save the grid when it is about to fail. In their absence, the
grid would fail, and the generators would have to run to provide back-up power, a clearly
exempted emergency use. And all generators on the grid would have to run, even those not
enrolled in emergency demand response programs, dramatically increasing GHG emissions.
Thus, the objectives of this reporting program are benefited by clearly exempting this category of
generators. Refusing to exempt these generators would create a strong incentive to remove them
from emergency demand response programs for two reasons. First, companies would have to
carefully monitor thousands of these units' GHG emissions to determine whether they reached
the 25,000 ton reporting threshold, even though they are rarely, if ever, used for emergency
demand response. And second, companies might have to report emissions for their entire
facilities if the emergency generator pushed them over the threshold. This might seem very
unlikely because emergency demand response events are so rare. But the rule as written does not
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exempt particular generation activities, it exempts particular generators. Thus, if a generator
participates in an emergency demand response program, all of its emissions, including emissions
generated during power outages, maintenance, or natural disasters — could count toward the
25,000 ton threshold. This is true even if a facility never actually runs its generator during an
emergency demand event. Even worse, if a natural disaster or power outage ever required
sufficient generator use to meet the threshold, the facility would have to report its emissions in
perpetuity because of the proposed rule's oncein-always-in structure. Unless the rule is clarified,
many companies will withdraw their generators from these crucial programs. To clearly achieve
the goal of exempting these critical generators from the reporting rule, EPA should remove the
current ambiguity by modifying the existing emergency generator definition as proposed in the
following text: Emergency generator means a stationary internal combustion engine that serves
solely as a secondary source of mechanical or electrical power whenever the primary energy
supply is disrupted or discontinued during power outages or natural disasters that are beyond the
control of the owner or operator of a facility. Emergency engines operate only during emergency
situations or for standard performance testing procedures as required by law or by the engine
manufacturer. The hours of operation per calendar year for such standard performance testing
shall not exceed 100 hours. An engine that serves as a back-up power source under conditions of
load shedding, peak shaving, or scheduled facility maintenance shall not be considered an
emergency engine. An engine that provides energy to a facility during periods in which the
Regional Transmission Organization or other local or regional entity responsible for maintaining
reliability of electrical operations directs the implementation of emergency demand response
procedures shall be considered an emergency generator, so long as it otherwise meets the
requirements of this definition.

Response: In the final rule, EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, has
removed for such generators the 100-hour limitation and the requirement of designation in a state
or local permit, and has excluded other emergency equipment from reporting. However, under
the rule, emergency generators are limited to generators that "serve solely as a secondary source
of mechanical or electrical power whenever the primary energy supply is disrupted or
discontinued during power outages or natural disasters that are beyond the control of the owner
or operator of a facility" (emphasis added). Such generators operate "only during emergency
situations, for training of personnel under simulated emergency conditions, as part of emergency
demand response procedures, or for standard performance testing procedures as required by law
or by the generator manufacturer" (emphasis added). Consequently, generators that serve "as a
back-up power source under conditions of load shedding, peak shaving, power interruptions
pursuant to an interruptible power service agreement, or scheduled facility maintenance" are not
emergency generators.

The commenter states, with no support or specific examples, that the exclusion of generators
used during "'power interruptions pursuant to an interruptible power service agreement' could be
read to include the emergency generators that participate in emergency demand response
programs." The commenter does not explain why this interpretation would be reasonable or
why, for example, a transmission system operator initiating emergency demand response
procedures would not expressly invoke such procedures and thereby distinguish the event from
cases of power interruptions pursuant to an interruptible power service agreement. Moreover,
the commenter does not claim that generators used for peak-shaving (e.g., power interruptions
pursuant to an interruptible power service agreement) should be treated as emergency generators,
and EPA continues to believe that they should not. Yet, the commenter's suggested language
revisions would remove the provision that generators that serve "as a back-up power source
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under conditions of . . . power interruptions pursuant to an interruptible power service
agreement" are not emergency generators. EPA rejects the commenter's suggested language as
unnecessary and confusing.

Commenter Name: Mark A. Dupuis

Commenter Affiliation: International Paper Products Corporation (IPPC)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0445.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 1

Comment: IPPC is pleased that the United States Environmental Protection Agency's Proposed
Rule "Mandatory Reporting of Greenhouse Gases" allows for exclusion of carbon dioxide (CO5)
emissions from biogenic (biomass) fuels used in General Stationary Fuel Combustion. It is
IPPC's position that the development of this rule and subsequent policies regarding its
implementation should include Paper Derived Fuel (PDF). There is adequate and available
analytical technology to ascertain the biogenic portion of PDF and it is well recognized that
paper is derived from biomass (TSD for Stationary Fuel Combustion Emissions, Section 3.3.2;
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change Guidelines). Manufacture of Enviro-Fuelcubes® is
the result of a tightly controlled acquisition process. Therefore, the quality and positive
combustion characteristics of Enviro-Fuelcubes® are high because PDF is manufactured from
carefully specified and selected non-recyclable secondary raw materials. The result is a fuel
having a nominal Higher Heat Value (HHV) of 10,000 BTU per pound on a consistent basis and
over 75% of that energy is biogenic in origin. The remaining (fossil) energy content of Enviro-
Fuelcubes® is due to inseparable coatings or mixtures of clean, non-recyclable, non-hazardous
polymers whose origins are identified and verified.

Response: EPA appreciates the comment but notes that CO, emissions from biomass are
excluded from the threshold determination for Subpart C, but facilities that report due to fossil
CO; emissions must report CO, emissions from combustion of biomass. The rule provides for
separate accounting of biomass and fossil CO, emissions from mixed fuels. In most cases, Tier
1 may be used to calculate biogenic emissions. When a premixed blend of biomass and fossil
fuel is combusted, the facility may determine the quantity of biomass combusted using the best
available information. Furthermore, EPA has allowed units that use CEMS to measure total CO,
emissions to determine the biogenic portion of emissions for units that combust a combination of
biomass- and fossil-derived fuels using ASTM Methods D7459-08 and D6866-06a.

Commenter Name: Gregory A. Wilkins

Commenter Affiliation: Marathon Oil Corporation

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0712.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 103

Comment: Marathon would like to receive further clarification on the issue of whether or not
building heating would be applicable under this rule. Marathon interprets that building heating
would be excluded from this rule or be allowed to be considered de minimis. The emissions
from building heating would be far less than 1% of any refinery's total emissions.
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Response: See the Preamble and separate comment response document volume for the response
on de minimis reporting for small emission points. See response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-
2008-0508-0615 excerpt 21 and response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0675.1 excerpt
2 for an explanation of the treatment of residential facilities.

EPA has expanded the list of exempted source categories to include portable equipment,
emergency generators, other emergency equipment, irrigation well devices, and flares, but has
not excluded building heating from this rule. EPA has also removed the cumulative 250
mmBtu/hr restriction on unit aggregation and clarified common pipe metering, and believes that
the expanded availability of these options will reduce the reporting burden on facilities.

Commenter Name: Lorraine Krupa Gershman

Commenter Affiliation: American Chemistry Council (ACC)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0423.2
Comment Excerpt Number: 45

Comment: Also in §98.30(b), the term "emergency generators" should be changed to
*emergency stationary RICE.” Many facilities use combustion units (e.g., diesel engines) as the
motive force for pumps, to ensure fire water availability and process fluid movement during
power outages. ACC recommends that EPA exclude all emergency stationary reciprocating
internal combustion engines (RICE) as the term is defined in 40 CFR 63 Subpart ZZZZ
(§63.6675). These are sources whose operation is limited to emergency situations and whose
emissions are negligible when compared to other stationary combustion sources. Exclusion of
these sources would exclude sources such as stationary RICE used to pump water in the case of
fire or flood, for example. For the reasons above, ACC recommends that EPA revise §98.30(b)
to read as follows: "(b) This source category does not include portable equipment or units that
are emergency stationary reciprocating internal combustion engines." GHGs to report - §98.32
The text of §98.32 should be revised by adding text to the end of the sentence as follows (new
language underlined): ". .. each stationary fuel combustion unit except as allowed by
§98.36(c)."

Response: EPA asks the commenter to please refer to the full definitions of emergency
generator and emergency equipment in §98.6, which include reciprocating internal combustion
engines (RICE), and include ". . . secondary sources of mechanical and electrical power . . ."

Commenter Name: Sean M, O'Keefe

Commenter Affiliation: Hawaiian Commercial and Sugar Company (HC&S)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-1138.1

Comment Excerpt Number: 4

Comment: A&B also strongly supports a de minimis exemption for small stationary

combustion sources at reporting facilities, similar to reduced requirements for "insignificant

activities" allowed under state Title V permit programs. Typically, such activities may be

exempted from emissions reporting and other Title V permit requirements based upon the size or

type of equipment or based upon their emissions. For example, activities at the HC&S Puunene
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Sugar Mill classified as "insignificant" under Hawaii's Title V permit program include an
emergency diesel generator and a secondary fire pump (both classified as insignificant based
upon the type of equipment) and various small diesel or propane-fired stationary equipment all
with rated heat input capacities less than one million BTUs per hour (classified as insignificant
based upon their size and corresponding emissions). Even assuming that all of this small
equipment operated continuously at maximum capacity for 8,760 hours per year, combined
theoretical maximum emissions of carbon dioxide would amount to less than five percent of the
25,000 tons per year reporting threshold in the proposed rule; since in reality such equipment
will operate far less frequently, actual combined emissions would amount to less than one
percent of the proposed facility reporting threshold, and to an even smaller percentage of the
facility's total GHG emissions. A&B believes that the considerable effort and expense required
to annually monitor, record, and report emissions from numerous de minimis sources at a
reporting facility is unreasonable and unwarranted given the very minimal impact on the
accuracy of reported GHG emissions that exclusion of these sources would have. While we
appreciate EPA's efforts to minimize this burden through its proposal to allow emissions
aggregation from a group (or groups) of small units at a facility, this measure only reduces (but
does not eliminate) the reporting burden for these sources; it does not alleviate the need to
monitor, record, and track fuel usage for the individual units within an aggregated group, nor to
maintain associated records. A&B therefore recommends that EPA incorporate into the rule a
reporting exclusion for de minimis sources, and that EPA define "de minimis sources" as all
sources at a facility below a specified heat input capacity (e.g., one million BTU per hour)
contributing, in the aggregate, less than one percent of total facility emissions of CO;
equivalents. Facilities should not be required to monitor, record, or report GHG emissions from
any units which meet the criteria for classification as de minimis sources.

Response: See the Preamble, Section II. K., and the response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-
0508-0423.2 excerpt 40 for the response on de minimis reporting for small emission points.

EPA has expanded the list of exempted source categories to include portable equipment,
emergency generators, other emergency equipment, irrigation well devices, and flares. EPA has
also removed the cumulative 250 mmBtu/hr restriction on unit aggregation, and believes that the
expanded availability of this option will reduce the reporting burden on facilities.

Commenter Name: Curtis J. Winner

Commenter Affiliation: New Mexico Gas Company (NMGC)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0585
Comment Excerpt Number: 2

Comment: In the preamble, EPA requests comments as to whether a permit should be required
for emergency generators. NMGC does not think a permit should be required for emergency
generators.

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the
prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator
and emergency equipment in §98.6.
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Commenter Name: Robert D. Bessette

Commenter Affiliation: The Council of Industrial Boiler Owners (CIBO).
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0513.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 18

Comment: In the proposed rule, EPA proposes to exclude the reporting of only such portable
equipment and generating units designated as emergency generators that have been permitted
under the New Source Review (NSR) program. As stated here, CIBO agrees with the exclusion
of these sources from the reporting obligations, but such pieces are not always explicitly covered
by an NSR permit based on state NSR programs, which might specifically exempt such units
from the requirement to obtain a permit. Hence, based on the current language in the proposed
rule, the proposed reporting exemption could not be utilized for those units not identified in a
NSR permit. CIBO therefore recommends that EPA amend the proposed rule to exclude the
reporting of these units regardless of their permitted status.

Response: EPA has maintained the exclusion of emergency generators, and has excluded other
emergency equipment from reporting. EPA has also revised the rule language to remove the
prerequisite for a state or local permit. Please refer to the full definitions of emergency generator
and emergency equipment in §98.6.

Commenter Name: See Table 6

Commenter Affiliation:

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0679.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 70

Comment: Emergency generator §98.6 (p. 16620): The definition of 'Emergency generator'
states "the hours of operation per calendar year for performance testing shall not exceed 100
hours." API requests that the specification of hours be removed from the definition of
emergency generators. It is not reasonable to limit the number of hours. In addition, the
definition in regards to the duration of operation for performance testing should be revised to be
consistent with the existing Clear Air Act (CAA) regulations definition for emergency equipment
that state testing of units should be minimized, but there is no time limit on the use of emergency
equipment in emergency situations and for routine testing and maintenance. Refer to Stationary
Combustion Turbines MACT (§63.6175) and Stationary Reciprocating Internal Combustion
Engines MACT (§63.6675).

Response: EPA has eliminated the 100-hour limitation for emergency generators in the final
rule. Please refer to the full definition of emergency generator in §98.6.

82



Commenter Name: Phillip McNeely

Commenter Affiliation: City of Phoenix, AZ

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0374.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 9

Comment: Recommend that the definition of emergency generators add "maintenance and
repairs" to 100 hour operation limit. The edit indicated below would clarify the rule and make it
consistent with the definition of emergency generators in the New Source Performance Standard
Rule in 40 CFR 60 Subparts 1111 and JJJJ and in proposed 40 CFR 63 Subpart ZZZZ. Without
this clarification, many affected facility owners would be required to either bring in portable
generators for minor maintenance procedures or submit GHG records. Recommended edit to
Subsection, 98.6 provided below. "Emergency generator means a stationary internal combustion
engine that serves solely as a secondary source of mechanical or electrical power whenever the
primary energy supply is disrupted or discontinued during power outages or natural disasters that
are beyond the control of the owner or operator of a facility. Emergency engines operate only
during emergency situations or for REPAIRS, MAINTENANCE, OR standard performance
testing procedures as required by law or by the engine manufacturer. The hours of operation per
calendar year for such REPAIRS, MAINTENANCE AND, standard performance testing shall
not exceed 100 hours".

Response: In the final rule, EPA has addressed the concern raised by the commenter by
eliminating the 100-hour limitation for emergency generators. Please refer to the full definition
of emergency generator in §98.6.

Commenter Name: Lorraine Krupa Gershman

Commenter Affiliation: American Chemistry Council (ACC)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0423.2
Comment Excerpt Number: 32

Comment: The definition of emergency generator states that the hours of operation per calendar
year for performance testing shall not exceed 100 hours. The definition in regards to the
duration of operation for performance testing should be revised to be consistent with existing
Clear Air Act regulations definition for emergency equipment that state testing of units should be
minimized, but there is no time limit on the use of emergency equipment in emergency situations
and for routine testing and maintenance. See, for example, Stationary Combustion Turbines
NESHAP (40 CFR §63.6 175) and Stationary Reciprocating Internal Combustion Engines
NESHAP (40 CFR §63.6675). Furthermore, the definition of "emergency generator" should be
changed to "emergency stationary RICE" to reflect the various types of equipment that can be
used by facilities. ACC recommends that EPA utilize the definition in §63.6675: "Emergency
stationary RICE means any stationary RICE that operates in an emergency situation. Examples
include stationary RICE used to produce power for critical networks or equipment (including
power supplied to portions of a facility) when electric power from the local utility is interrupted,
or stationary RICE used to pump water in the case of fire or flood, etc. Emergency stationary
RICE may be operated for the purpose of maintenance checks and readiness testing, provided
that the tests are recommended by the manufacturer, the vendor, or the insurance company
associated with the engine. Required testing of such units should be minimized, but there is no
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time limit on the use of emergency stationary RICE in emergency situations and for routine
testing and maintenance. Emergency stationary RICE may also operate an additional 50 hours
per year in non-emergency situations."

Response: In the final rule, EPA has eliminated the 100-hour limitation for emergency
generators. Please refer to the full definition of emergency generator in §98.6.

Commenter Name: See Table 6

Commenter Affiliation:

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0679.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 80

Comment: HHV: Higher Heating Value or Gross Calorific Value. The quantity of heat
produced by the complete combustion of a unit volume or weight of fuel assuming that the
produced water is completely condensed (liquid state) and the heat is recovered.

Response: EPA believes that the proposed definition of high heat value is satisfactory, and has
finalized this definition.

Commenter Name: Burl Ackerman

Commenter Affiliation: J. R. Simplot Company

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-1641
Comment Excerpt Number: 12

Comment: Section 98.32 GHGs states, "You must report CO,, CH4, and N,O mass emissions
from each stationary fuel combustion unit." We recommend that a de minimis level be set for
units not requiring reporting. We recommend that units which have a nameplate capacity less
than 10 mmbtu/hr not be included in the report. To include every combustion source regardless
of size, is an unreasonable reporting burden.

Response: See the Preamble, Section II. K., and the response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-
0508-0423.2 excerpt 40 for the response on de minimis reporting for small emission points.

See the Preamble, Section II. E., and response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0350.1
excerpt 3 for additional explanation of the selection and form of thresholds.

EPA appreciates the commenter's concern. The final rule includes further clarification and
flexibility regarding aggregation and common pipe provisions that will reduce the burden on
sources. First, in order to reduce the burden of compliance, EPA has explicitly allowed for the
use of company records to determine fuel consumption. EPA has also removed the cumulative
250 mmBtu/hr restriction on unit aggregation, and has clarified the common pipe reporting
option. In §98.30, EPA has expanded the list of sources excluded from coverage; however, this
expansion does not include a 10 mmBtu/hr exemption threshold, and such activities would be
included under Subpart C for facilities that are required to comply with Part 98.
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Commenter Name: Steven J. Rowlan

Commenter Affiliation: Nucor Corporation (Nucor)

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0605.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 41

Comment: In 98.30, an additional exclusion should be created at (c) for any unit, the
methodology for which is set forth in Subparts D through PP to avoid double counting. For
example, an EAF is listed in Subpart Q, but also combusts natural gas and/or other fuels, and
hence would also appear to be subject to calculation under Subpart C.

Response: EPA intends that the stationary combustion source category include any device that
meets the definition included in §98.30 for which emissions are not accounted for in the report
through a separate subpart of the rule. Per the requirements in 40 CFR Part 98, Subpart A,
facilities have to report GHG emissions from all source categories located at their facility,
including stationary combustion and process emissions. EPA does not intend that emissions be
double reported, and has revised the various subparts of the final rule to clarify the intent of the
stationary combustion source category.

Commenter Name: Steven D. Meyers

Commenter Affiliation: General Electric Company (GE)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0532.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 7

Comment: As an example of the confusing nature of the rule, the following question has been
raised within GE concerning the applicability of the stationary source combustion category: Are
GHG emissions from all fuels combusted by stationary combustion units including boilers, space
heaters, dryers, furnaces, etc. included in the stationary source category?

Response: Subpart C excludes portable equipment, emergency generators and emergency
equipment as defined in §98.6, irrigation pumps at agricultural operations, and flares, unless
otherwise required by provisions of another subpart of Part 98 to use methodologies in this
subpart. Other devices are included subject to the requirements of specific Tiers. EPA has
revised the rule to clarify the applicability of the general stationary combustion source category.
For units that have a maximum rated heat input capacity less than 250 mmBtu/hr and are not
required to use Tier 4, only emissions from those fuels for which emission factors are provided
need to be reported. Emissions from fuels for which emission factors are not provided only need
to be reported if CEMS are used or the fuel provides ten percent or more of the annual heat input
to a unit with a maximum rated heat input capacity greater than 250 mmBtu/hr or a group of
units served by a common pipe. CH4 and N,O emissions only need to be reported for units that
are required to report CO; emissions under Subpart C and for fuels for which default emission
factors are provided.

The final rule includes further clarification and flexibility regarding aggregation and common
pipe provisions that may also reduce the burden on sources. First, in order to reduce the burden
of compliance, EPA has explicitly allowed for the use of company records to determine fuel
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consumption. EPA has also removed the cumulative 250 mmBtu/hr restriction on unit
aggregation, and has clarified the common pipe reporting option.
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2. REPORTING THRESHOLD

Commenter Name: See Table 5

Commenter Affiliation:

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0480.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 42

Comment: The Proposed Rule does not include de minimis emission levels or exemption for
small combustion sources that are not required to have a permit issued by a state or local air
pollution control agency, and the rule notes that the burden associated with reporting small
sources is addressed. Despite this claim, INGAA believes that unwarranted burden will be
imposed and recommends that a de minimis or size-based exemption threshold be identified for
combustion sources. INGAA recommends a 10 MMBtu/hr exemption threshold. Many subject
facilities include small combustors with minimal emissions. For example, water heaters at a
small co-located office building and other small heaters will typically be present at subject
facilities with much larger combustion sources. Typically, emissions will be inconsequential but
activity data associated with these source types will not be readily available. Thus, an
unnecessary amount of time will be spent devising fuel use or operating time estimates that will
be highly uncertain and have an insignificant affect on facility emissions. Affected sources are
faced with significant implementation challenges due to the breadth and timing of the Proposed
Rule, and the additional burden associated with reporting trivial emissions is not warranted.
INGAA recommends that a 10 MMbtu/hour exemption threshold be included in the rule for
combustion sources.

Response: See the Preamble, Section II. K., and the response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-
0508-0423.2 excerpt 40 for the response on de minimis reporting for small emission points.

EPA appreciates the commenter's concern. The final rule includes further clarification and
flexibility regarding aggregation and common pipe provisions that will reduce the burden on
sources. First, in order to reduce the burden of compliance, EPA has explicitly allowed for the
use of company records to determine fuel consumption. EPA has also removed the cumulative
250 mmBtu/hr restriction on unit aggregation, and has clarified the common pipe reporting
option. In §98.30, EPA has expanded the list of sources excluded from coverage; however, this
expansion does not include a 10 mmBtu/hr exemption threshold. These sources would be
included under Subpart C for facilities that are required to comply with Part 98.

Commenter Name: Matthew Frank

Commenter Affiliation: Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-1062.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 23

Comment: Reporting requirements clearly require submittal to EPA. It is not clear how soon
State agencies would have access to the reports. Reports should be provided to the States at the
same time as they are submitted to EPA.

Response: See the Preamble, Section II. O., "General Requirements of the Rule -- Summary of
Comments and Responses on the Role of States and Relationship of this Rule to Other
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Programs" and separate comment response document volume for the response on the relationship
of this rule to other programs, and on the collection, management, and dissemination of GHG
emissions data.

Commenter Name: Juanita M. Bursley

Commenter Affiliation: GrafTech International Holdings Inc. Company (GrafTech)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0686.1

Comment Excerpt Number: 18

Comment: GrafTech agrees with the rationale used and conclusions reached by EPA to select
the 25,000 metric tons/year CO,e as the appropriate reporting threshold for stationary fuel
combustion equipment.

Response: See the Preamble and separate comment response document volume for the response
on selection of the threshold.

EPA appreciates this comment and intends to finalize the 25,000 metric tons CO;e per year
reporting threshold as proposed.

Commenter Name: David R. Case

Commenter Affiliation: Environmental Technology Council (ETC)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0664.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 3

Comment: We do not believe that the 25,000 metric ton threshold for general stationary fuel
combustion sources is appropriate for hazardous waste incinerators. We urge EPA to adopt a
100,000 metric ton threshold for these facilities. Since the 25,000 ton threshold is based on gross
emissions, and does not consider net emissions resulting from destruction of CO»e, at least a
100,000 ton threshold would provide some indirect consideration of this unique characteristic of
hazardous waste incinerators. In addition, the hazardous waste sector is at most a very small
contributor to overall CO,e emissions from industrial sources. Even though individual
incinerators may exceed the 25,000 ton threshold on a gross basis, the number of hazardous
waste incinerators is sufficiently small to make emissions from these sources negligible.

Response: EPA acknowledges the concerns of the commenter, but has retained the 25,000 ton
threshold in the final rule. See the Preamble, Section II. E., "General Requirements of the Rule
-- Summary of Comments and Responses on Thresholds" for the response on the selection of the
threshold. From analyses of available data, we concluded that a 25,000 metric ton threshold
suited the needs of the reporting program by providing comprehensive coverage of emissions
with a reasonable number of reporters, thereby creating the robust data set necessary for the
quantitative analyses of the range of likely GHG policies, programs and regulations. We
considered higher and lower thresholds, and determined that the intermediate options between
25,000 and 100,000 metric tons would not provide a point that significantly reduced the number
of the reporters or substantially increased the cost effectiveness.
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The commenter should consult §98.30 of the final rule, which EPA has revised to provide an
expanded list of sources exempted from GHG emissions reporting under Subpart C, including in
certain cases hazardous waste incinerators. It is EPA's intent that sources allowed to use the Tier
1 and 2 methods, which include smaller combustion devices and should be inclusive of control
devices such as thermal oxidizers, will only be required to report emissions from the combustion
of fuels for which emission factors are provided. In the Preamble, EPA has explained that "EPA
believes that the reporting requirements for Tier 1 and Tier 2 would only require the reporting of
GHG emissions from supplementary traditional fossil fuels from devices such as thermal
oxidizers, pollution control devices, fume incinerators, burnout furnaces, and other such
equipment."

Commenter Name: Linda Farrington

Commenter Affiliation: Eli Lilly and Company (Lilly)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0680.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 27

Comment: The quantity of biomass or biomass derived fuel is easily distinguished from the
fossil fuels combusted in a boiler; however, this does not hold true for industrial solid waste
incinerators. Consequently, the requirement to report biogenic CO, emissions creates a much
higher burden for industrial solid waste incinerators than for boilers. For a unit that combusts
municipal solid waste (MSW), an owner or operator is required to us the prescribed ASTM
methods to determine the relative portions of biogenic and non-biogenic CO, emissions. To our
knowledge, no such methods exist for industrial solid wastes. In order to report biogenic CO,
emissions under the proposed rule, an owner or operator of an industrial solid waste incinerator
would need to classify each individual waste stream as "biomass" or "non-biomass" or determine
the relative % if the waste stream contains a mixture of both. This exercise will take a
tremendous amount of time and effort for incinerators, such as Lilly's, that treat hundreds of
different types of waste streams each year. Therefore, we request EPA limit the reporting of
biogenic CO; emission to boilers, process heaters, and MSW incinerators only.

Response: The use of ASTM Methods D7459-08 and D6866-06a to determine biogenic CO;
emissions has been expanded to include the combustion of other fuels with a biogenic portion
besides municipal solid waste where CEMS are used; these methods can be used for industrial
solid waste incinerators. Further, EPA refers the commenter to §98.33(e) that provides that
reporting of CO; emissions from combustion of biomass is required only for those biomass fuels
listed in Table C-1 of this section, unless emissions are measured using CEMS. Industrial solid
waste is not a type of fuel found in Table C-1 of Subpart C Part 98, and therefore the reporting of
biogenic CO, emissions from the combustion of industrial solid waste will only be required if
the use of CEMS is required, e.g., pursuant to the Tier 4 provisions in §98.33(b)(4). The use of
Tier 4 is required only when all six conditions specified in §98.33(b)(4)(i1)(A) through (F) are
met by a stationary combustion unit or when a unit meets the conditions specified in §98.33
(b)(4)(iii)(A) through (C).
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Commenter Name: Kelly R. Carmichael

Commenter Affiliation: NiSource

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-1080.2
Comment Excerpt Number: 10

Comment: NiSource supports conclusion made by EPA in the Subpart C preamble discussions
that the Stationary Fuel Combustion Sources should report GHG emissions only if they exceed
the threshold of 25,000 metric tons of CO»e for the calendar year.

Response: See the Preamble and separate comment response document volume for the response
on selection of the threshold.

EPA appreciates this comment and intends to finalize the 25,000 metric tons CO»e per year
reporting threshold as proposed.

Commenter Name: Theresa Pfeifer

Commenter Affiliation: Metro Wastewater Reclamation District
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0574.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 2

Comment: Many wastewater treatment plants operate numerous stationary fuel combustion
sources as defined in Subpart C, Section 98.30 of the proposed rule. Additional clarification is
needed on the scope of the combustion units that must be included. The District recommends
that sources of air emissions that are currently categorized as insignificant activities or are
exempted from Title V Operating Permits also be exempted from the total facility emissions
calculations under the proposed rule. Such sources might include, but are not limited to,
individual gaseous fuel burning equipment below a specific rated design threshold (10 million
British thermal units per hour (mmBtu/hr) in Colorado) used solely for heating buildings for
personal comfort.

Response: See the Preamble, Section II. K., and the response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-
0508-0423.2 excerpt 40 for the response on de minimis reporting for small emission points.

See also the individual source category section(s) of the Preamble and the source category
comment response document(s) for the reponse on the source category-specific reporting
requirements in Subparts C through PP. In particular, note that EPA is not preparing the final
rule, including requiring reporting of the emissions from wastewater treatment under Subpart II
at this time.

EPA has revised §98.30 of the final rule to clarify the definition of the general stationary fuel
combustion source category and provide an expanded list of sources exempted from GHG
emissions reporting under Subpart C; however, this exclusion does not set a 10 mmBtu/hr
capacity threshold. EPA has also removed the cumulative 250 mmBtu/hr restriction on unit
aggregation and clarified common supply pipe metering, and believes that the expanded
availability of these options will reduce the reporting burden on facilities.
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Commenter Name: Michael E. Van Brunt

Commenter Affiliation: Covanta Energy Corporation
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0548.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 1

Comment: The threshold for triggering reporting by EfW is not consistent with thresholds
applied to other point sources with the EfW threshold being 5 to 7 time lower than other sources.
The Proposed Rule assigns a 250 mmBtu/hr threshold for other sources but for some reason
applies a 250 ton-per-day threshold to EfW facilities. As explained in the following table — this
fuel firing rate is proportional to approximately 80 metric tons of fossil CO,/day versus a range
of 318 to 566 metric tons for fossil fuel sources. The EPA should note that stack fossil CO,
emissions is only one aspect of the overall GHG impact of EfW. When avoided grid and landfill
methane are factored in, EfW is a GHG mitigation technology, well recognized internationally,
including by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change and the World Economic Forum.
Applying an artificially low threshold to EfW has two problems: 1) it is far lower than others for
no scientific reason, and 2) it ignores the GHG mitigation aspects. The reporting requirements
should recognize the GHG benefits of EfW. At a minimum, the threshold applied to EfW
facilities for Tier 4 reporting must be consistent with the reporting threshold applied to other
stationary fuel combustion sources. Under the Proposed Rule, tier 2 calculations may be used
for stationary combustion units where the maximum rated heat input capacity is 250 mmBtu/hr
or less; however, a different threshold of 250 tons/day is applied to units that combust MSW.
Based on a nominal heat content of 5,000 Btu/lb, consistent with monthly calculated MSW heat
content at over nearly 30 Covanta facilities, the 250 tons/day threshold is equivalent to 104
mmBtu/hr, less than half the standard applied to other stationary combustion units. Conversely,
a 250 mmBtu/hr threshold applied to nominal MSW would translate into a mass rate threshold of
approximately 600 tons/day per unit. [See DCN: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0548.1 for data
table comparing daily CO, emissions by fuel.]

Response: In the final rule, the threshold of 250 tons per day for units that combust MSW
relates to the applicability of specific tiers and is not a trigger for reporting. A unit combusting
greather than 250 tons per day of MSW must use Tier 4 only if each of the other requirements
are met, including the pre-existence of installed CEMS that are required either by an applicable
Federal or State regulation or the unit's operating permit. The threshold 25,000 metric ton per
year threshold for triggering reporting applies equally to units combusting MSW and units
combusting other fuels.

Both the 250 mmBtu/hr and 250 tons MSW/day are size determinations for considering large
sources in other EPA programs (e.g., 40 CFR 60 Subpart Ea and Eb for Municipal Solid Waste
Combustors) that also require CEMS and the associated infrastructure. These size
determinations were not considered to be directly comparable, but rather to reflect consistency
with other EPA programs.
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Commenter Name: Robert P. Strieter

Commenter Affiliation: The Aluminum Association

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0350.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 3

Comment: In determining fuel combustion related reporting requirements for facilities, the
Aluminum Association supports fuel specific emission thresholds for reporting. Each of the
major combustion fuels under consideration has markedly differing CO; equivalent emissions
rates. Coal has the highest rate of emissions per unit of energy, while natural gas is relatively
low in emissions per unit of energy. EPA proposed a 30 million BTU reporting threshold for
combustion units regardless of fuel type. As a result, natural gas combustion units will be
required to address reporting at a lower emission threshold than coal fired units. We recommend
that EPA adopt separate BTU reporting thresholds for each fuel type to eliminate this inequity.
By adopting fuel-specific specific thresholds, the reporting requirements will be more equitable
and will better reflect the carbon-intensity of reporting facilities.

Response: See the Preamble and separate comment response document volume for the response
on selection of the threshold.

EPA acknowledges the concerns of the commenter, but will continue to use the 25,000 metric
ton CO,e threshold for facilities that only include stationary combustion equipment. The 30
mmBtu/hr provision, as described in the general provisions is not a separate threshold, but was
provided to give guidance to smaller facilities that would not be subject to applicability
determinations. EPA prefers a single number to give to potential reporters for simplicity. If
EPA were to calculate such numbers for specific fuels, it would have to calculate them for each
possible fuel used in stationary combustion units, likely increasing uncertainty about
applicability rather than decreasing it. EPA plans to publish additional guidance, as feasible, on
equipment capacities, production levels, or other parameters that correlate with emissions of
25,000 metric tons per year of CO,e.

Commenter Name: Steven J. Rowlan

Commenter Affiliation: Nucor Corporation (Nucor)

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0605.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 42

Comment: In 98.31, it is not clear what purpose this section serves since applicability is set in
98.2. This is true of all sections 98.x1 throughout the rule.

Response: EPA believes that it is appropriate to include §98.31 in the final rule, since this
section provides clarification regarding which sources are required to report under Subpart C.
Note also that the final version of this section refers directly to the facility applicability
requirements defined in §98.2(a).
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3. GHGS TO REPORT

Commenter Name: Jeffry C. Muffat

Commenter Affiliation: 3M Company

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0793.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 12

Comment: The emission factors for methane and nitrous oxide are shown in Table C-3 for
common fuels and certain wastes only, and it is not clear how to report these emissions if the
materials burned in the facility are not included in this Table. EPA stated in the Technical
Support Document for this Subpart that methane and nitrous oxide account for less than one
percent of the carbon dioxide equivalents. Technical Support Document for Stationary Fuel
Combustion Emissions: Proposed Rule for Mandatory Reporting of Greenhouse Gases Office of
Air and Radiation (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, January 30, 2009), section 1.1. Since
greater than 99% of the greenhouse gas emissions for this sector are covered by reporting carbon
dioxide, little additional accuracy would be gained by reporting methane and nitrous oxide
emissions. In addition, hazardous waste incinerators are required to destroy 99.99% of the
organic material fed, including materials that are very difficult to destroy. Since methane is very
easy to destroy, it is highly unlikely that any methane will be emitted from these facilities.
Furthermore, there is very little, if any, information on nitrous oxide emissions for incinerators,
including hazardous waste incinerators. Nitrous oxide emissions are not measured during
required testing for incinerators. Information in current technical literature indicates the nitrous
oxide emissions from high temperature combustion are very small. ("Until a few years ago, fuel
combustion was thought to be a major source of nitrous oxide emissions. However, the
discovery of a sampling error, which resulted in erroneously high emissions factors, revealed that
combustion is actually a minor anthropogenic source." Department of Energy website:
(http://www.eia.doe.gov/oiaf/1 605/archive/87-92rpt/chap4.html — accessed 4/20/09). This
conclusion is also echoed in the TSD for this Subpart where EPA states: "The stationary
combustion of carbon-based fuels produces three significant greenhouse gases: carbon dioxide
(CO,), methane (CH4) and nitrous oxide (N,O). The amount of CO; emitted is directly related
to the carbon content of the fuel. Typically, nearly 100 percent of the fuel carbon is oxidized to
CO;. The CH4 and N,O emissions from stationary combustion are much smaller and are
indirectly related to the carbon and nitrogen contents of the fuel. In the U.S., CO; emissions
represent over 99 percent of the total CO,-equivalent (CO,e) GHG emissions from all
commercial, industrial, and electricity generation stationary combustion sources. CH4 and N,O
emissions together represent less than one percent of the total CO,e emissions from the same
sources (U.S. EPA, 2008 - Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gases and Sinks)." Research on
nitrous oxide formation or destruction during the combustion processes gives the same picture.
In a 1989 paper, it is stated that "N,O is a very short-lived species in hot combustion gases..."
Miller, J.A. and C.T. Bowman, 1989, Mechanism and Modeling of Nitrogen Chemistry in
Combustion, Prog. Energy Combust. Sci., Vol. 15:287-33 §, p. 324). In a subsequent article,
Miller and Bowman state, "At low temperatures, the N, O is relatively stable and appears as a
major product in the gas stream; however, at temperatures above 1150 K, the calculations show
that N,O decays rapidly in the gas stream and is still decomposing at the exit of the reactor..."
Miller, J.A. and C.T. Bowman, 1991. Kinetic Modeling of the Reduction of Nitric Oxide in
Combustion Products by Isocyanic Acid, International Journal of Chemical Kinetics, Vol 23:
289-313, p. 310. The 1150 K temperature mentioned in the quote corresponds to approximately
1600 °F, slightly lower than the temperatures in most hazardous waste combustors. In addition,
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the authors state that nitrous oxide decays rapidly in gas-phase temperatures above 1150 K. (p.
310). Finally, in his book Principles of Combustion, Kuo states that N>O formed during
combustion reacts rapidly with hydrogen ions to form N,. Kuo, K.K. 2005, Principles of
Combustion, John Wiley & Sons, Inc. (p. 268). Development of emission factors for methane
and nitrous oxide emissions for hazardous waste incinerators will be onerous for those
incinerators which burn a significant number of waste streams. 3M has thousands of active
waste streams all with a slightly different profile. In addition, testing for these compounds will
be costly and is not likely to show a significant quantity of such emissions based on the literature
described above. 3 M requests that EPA exempt hazardous waste incinerators from the scope of
Subpart C.

Response: EPA acknowledges the concerns of the commenter. Section 98.33(c) of the final
rule excludes CH4 and N, O emissions from fuels that are not listed in Table C-2 from
calculation. Table C-2 has been revised to include generic CH4 and N,O emission factors
covering all fuel types listed in Tables C-1. In addition, the rule includes instructions for
estimating CH4 and N,O emissions from MSW. However, EPA has deleted from §98.33(c)
instructions which prescribed methods for facilities burning other fuels to develop site-specific
emission factors based on the results of source testing. Finally, hazardous waste incinerators that
do not combust any supplemental fuels are excluded from the stationary combustion source
category in §98.30. Only emissions from supplemental fuels combusted in these units must be
reported. Furthermore, it is EPA's intent that sources allowed to use the Tier 1 and 2 methods,
which include smaller combustion devices and should be inclusive of control devices such as
thermal oxidizers, will only be required to report emissions from the combustion of fuels for
which emission factors are provided. In the Preamble, EPA has explained that "EPA believes
that the reporting requirements for Tier 1 and Tier 2 would only require the reporting of GHG
emissions from supplementary traditional fossil fuels from devices such as thermal oxidizers,
pollution control devices, fume incinerators, burnout furnaces, and other such equipment."

Commenter Name: Traylor Champion

Commenter Affiliation: Georgia-Pacific, LLC (GP)

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0380.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 24

Comment: Throughout the reporting rule EPA indicates that emissions of biogenic CO; are to
be calculated and reported separately, but are not to be included in the threshold determination.
GP agrees with EPA that biogenic CO; emissions should not be included in the calculations for
comparison to the reporting threshold. GP further believes that biogenic CO, emissions should
not be required to be reported. It is widely accepted that biogenic CO, emissions are carbon
neutral because the carbon in the biomass is part of the natural carbon cycle. Not reporting
biogenic CO, emissions is consistent with the Department of Energy (DOE) Technical
Guidelines and the European Union Emissions Trading Scheme. In addition, current prospective
climate change legislation does not address or include emissions from biomass. One purpose of
the proposed reporting rule is to provide data to be used in potential future GHG emission
control programs. Given that these programs will not include biogenic CO; emissions, reporting
of these emissions under this proposed rule is not warranted.
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Response: See the response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0690.1 excerpt 1
corresponding to Section II. of the Preamble, and the response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-
0508-0631.1 excerpt 71 corresponding to Subpart C for additional explanation of the reporting of
biogenic CO; emissions.

EPA appreciates the comment, but has retained the mandatory requirement for reporting of
biogenic CO; emissions in the final rule. Including reporting of biogenic CO; at facilities that
are already reporting for stationary combustion provides EPA with information on the use of
biofuels as they relate to reductions of fossil CO, emissions over time. This reporting
requirement also provides additional data for verification. EPA believes that it is clear in §98.2
that CO, emissions from biogenic fuels do not count toward the 25,000 metric ton threshold for
reporting, although CH4 and N,O emissions from biogenic fuels must be considered.

Commenter Name: Thomas M. Ward

Commenter Affiliation: Novelis Corporation

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0561.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 1

Comment: The proposed rule speaks up front to facility-level reporting which for such a rule is
reasonably well received. However, in the detail of the rule the requirements actually demand
source unit measurement and reporting unless an aggregation is available and with the
aggregation there is a high level of complexity and restriction in the rule that would almost
certainly be augmented by challenges at the facility to monitor and report.

Response: See the Preamble and the response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0520.1
excerpt 16 for the response indicating the additional flexibility provided to reporters, particularly
for common pipe and aggregated unit circumstances.

EPA appreciates the commenter's concerns. Reporting at the unit level has a number of benefits,
including greatly increasing the ability of EPA to verify data and not require third party
verification. EPA has made a number of significant adjustments in the final rule to the data
reporting requirements of §98.36, both to clarify those requirements and to reduce the reporting
burden at the unit level.

First, for units that use Tiers 1, 2, and 3 to calculate CO, mass emissions, the cumulative 250
mmBtu/hr heat input capacity limit on the aggregation of units into a group has been dropped.
Rather, the 250 mmBtu/hr restriction applies only to the individual units in the group. Therefore,
for reporting purposes, individual units with maximum rated heat input capacities of 250
mmBtu/hr or less may be aggregated without limit into a single group, provided that the Tier 4
Calculation Methodology is not required for any of the units, and all units in the group use the
same tier for any common fuel(s) that they combust. Units with maximum rated heat inputs
greater than 250 mmBtu/hr must report as individual units, unless they burn the same type of fuel
provided by a common pipe or supply line; in that case, the owner or operator may opt to use the
common pipe reporting provisions in §98.36(c)(3). Units using Tier 4 must report as individual
units unless they share a monitored common stack or duct; in that case, the common stack or
duct reporting provisions of §98.36(c)(2) may be used.

95



Second, §98.36(d) specifically addresses units that are required to monitor and report emissions
and heat input data according to Part 75. This includes units that are subject to the Acid Rain
Program, CAIR, and RGGI. The unit-level data required for these sources is minimal, consisting
primarily of the GHG emissions totals at each monitored location (i.e., unit, stack, or pipe).

Commenter Name: Thomas M. Ward

Commenter Affiliation: Novelis Corporation

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0561.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 2

Comment: Given the low contribution from emissions of the non-CO, GHG gases, EPA should
recognize the low value of this additional reporting and thereby consider elimination of the
requirement for reporting of these other gases from the stationary combustion sources.

Response: CHy4 and N,O are covered under the UNFCCC, are emitted from stationary sources
that would report under Subpart C, and while the national greenhouse gas inventory tracks
overall trends of these emissions, this reporting requirement will provide EPA with valuable
additional information relating to these gases such as trends over time in specific industries.
Emissions data at the facility level for CH4 and N, O are also useful for researchers who need to
know where the gases are emitted. EPA is also seeking information to make informed decisions
regarding whether, what and how to address GHG emissions from particular sectors. While EPA
may not end up addressing CH4 and N,O from boilers in a standard or a program, the Agency
needs the information to make an informed decision. EPA believes that the use of fuel-specific
emission factors for these pollutants strikes an appropriate balance between minimizing the
burden on reporters and obtaining valuable GHG emission data. EPA has, however, revised the
final rule to exclude CH4 and N,O emissions from fuels for which the rule does not provide
emission factors, and has deleted the provision allowing the owner or operator of a facility to
develop site-specific emission factors for such fuels. EPA believes that this change will reduce
the reporting burden on facilities.

Commenter Name: Filipa Rio

Commenter Affiliation: Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers (Alliance)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0630.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 20

Comment: CO,, CH4, and N,O emissions are required to be reported from all stationary fuel
combustion activities. The Alliance recommends that CH4 and N>O emissions be excluded from
stationary fuel combustion source reporting. Emissions of these particular gases are relatively
low when compared to CO, and require a disproportionate effort to estimate and report. In fact,
the DOE notes in the Technical Guidelines for the Voluntary Reporting of Greenhouse Gases
(1605(b)) Program that "stationary source combustion also produces trace quantities of methane
and nitrous oxide." The Technical Guidelines state that "95 to 99 percent of global warming
potential-weighted emissions from stationary source combustion are usually attributed to carbon
dioxide." Several other prominent technical resources such as the World Resources Research
Institute/World Business Council for Sustainable Development "WRIM/BCSD Greenhouse Gas
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Protocol" indicate CH4 and N,O emissions from stationary combustion are generally minor, on a
CO,e basis, compared to O2. While EPA has proposed simpler calculation methods for these
gases, the emission rates for CH4 and N, O are much less predictable as they are by-products of
incomplete or inefficient combustion, and depend on many factors such as combustion
technology and other considerations. The potential inaccuracies of reporting CH4 and N,O
emissions based upon a simplified approach may not be worth the additional effort required by
reporters based on the trace amount of emissions. This concept has been endorsed by several
existing GHG reporting programs including the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative ("RGGI")
and the EU ETS.

Response: CH4 and N,O are covered under the UNFCCC, are emitted from stationary sources
that would report under Subpart C, and while the national greenhouse gas inventory tracks
overall trends of these emissions, this reporting requirement will provide EPA with valuable
additional information relating to these gases such as trends over time in specific industries.
Emissions data at the facility level for CH4 and N, O are also useful for researchers who need to
know where the gases are emitted. EPA is also seeking information to make informed decisions
regarding whether, what and how to address GHG emissions from particular sectors. While EPA
may not end up addressing CH4 and N,O from boilers in a standard or a program, the Agency
needs the information to make an informed decision. EPA believes that the use of fuel-specific
emission factors for these pollutants strikes an appropriate balance between minimizing the
burden on reporters and obtaining valuable GHG emission data. EPA has, however, revised the
final rule to exclude CH4 and N,O emissions from fuels for which the rule does not provide
emission factors, and has deleted the provision allowing the owner or operator of a facility to
develop site-specific emission factors for such fuels. EPA believes that this change will reduce
the reporting burden on facilities.

Commenter Name: Jeff A. Myrom

Commenter Affiliation: MidAmerican Energy Holdings Company
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0581.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 30

Comment: EPA should not include CH4 and N,O emissions from combustion because such
emissions are too small, variable, and technology dependent to add material value to the
emissions inventory. For example, EPA states that CH4 emissions are equivalent to 0.03% of
CO,e emissions per ton of coal, and N,O emissions are equivalent to 0.4% of CO,e emissions
per ton of coal. Regarding natural gas combustion, CH4 emissions are equivalent to 0.1% of
CO,e emissions, and N,O emissions equivalent to 0.1% of CO,e emissions. In no other portion
of the proposed rule does EPA propose including such uncertain and negligible emissions. Thus,
to aid EPA, GHG emissions reporters, and the quality of the emissions inventory, CH4 and N,O
estimated emissions from any combustion process should be removed as a reporting requirement
for all facilities and suppliers.

Response: CH4 and N,O are covered under the UNFCCC, are emitted from stationary sources

that would report under Subpart C, and while the national greenhouse gas inventory tracks

overall trends of these emissions, this reporting requirement will provide EPA with valuable

additional information relating to these gases such as trends over time in specific industries.

Emissions data at the facility level for CH4 and N, O are also useful for researchers who need to
97



know where the gases are emitted. EPA is also seeking information to make informed decisions
regarding whether, what and how to address GHG emissions from particular sectors. While EPA
may not end up addressing CH4 and N,O from boilers in a standard or a program, the Agency
needs the information to make an informed decision. EPA believes that the use of fuel-specific
emission factors for these pollutants strikes an appropriate balance between minimizing the
burden on reporters and obtaining valuable GHG emission data. EPA has, however, revised the
final rule to exclude CH4 and N,O emissions from fuels for which the rule does not provide
emission factors, and has deleted the provision allowing the owner or operator of a facility to
develop site-specific emission factors for such fuels. EPA believes that this change will reduce
the reporting burden on facilities.

Commenter Name: Paul Dubenetzky

Commenter Affiliation: KERAMIDA Inc.

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0419.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 12

Comment: KERAMIDA appreciates that the U.S. EPA has proposed that sources aggregate
small emission units into groups for the purposes of reporting GHG emissions. However, we
believe that requiring that the total aggregate heat capacity of each group not exceed 250
mniBtu/hr is arbitrary and serves no useful purpose. Facilities that have multiple, small
emissions units should not be required to separately account for emissions based solely on the
combined heat input capacity rating. An additional "sub-metering" requirement is a burden to
reporters that provides no additional useful information to the U.S. EPA or to the public.

Response: EPA appreciates the commenter's concern and has made several revisions to the final
rule. For units that use Tiers 1, 2, and 3 to calculate CO, mass emissions, the cumulative 250
mmBtu/hr heat input capacity limit on the aggregation of units into a group has been dropped.
Rather, the 250 mmBtu/hr restriction applies only to the individual units in the group. Therefore,
for reporting purposes, individual units with maximum rated heat input capacities of 250
mmBtu/hr or less may be aggregated without limit into a single group, provided that the Tier 4
methodology is not required for any of the units, and all units in the group use the same tier for
any common fuel(s) that they combust. Units with maximum rated heat inputs greater than 250
mmBtu/hr using Tiers 1, 2, and 3 must report as individual units, unless they burn the same type
of fuel provided by a common pipe or supply line; in that case, the owner or operator may opt to
use the common pipe reporting provisions in §98.36(c)(3). Units using Tier 4 must report as
individual units unless they share a monitored common stack or duct; in that case, the common
stack or duct reporting provisions of §98.36(c)(2) may be used.

Commenter Name: Renae Schmidt

Commenter Affiliation: CITGO Petroleum Corporation
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0726.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 8

Comment: CITGO agrees with the tiered approach for fuel combustion sources and that most of
the requirements for this category are reasonable. CITGO disagrees with the reporting for CH4
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and N,O within the Combustion Sources and some Petroleum Refinery source categories.
Rather, greenhouse gases resulting from combustion sources or processes for the Petroleum
Refinery source category should be reported on a CO;e basis rather than CO;, N,O, and CH4
separately. CH4 and N,O greenhouse gas contributors are insignificant when compared to the
CO; emissions and, as such, should be combined into a single emission factor for calculating and
reporting purposes. As an example, the default factor for natural gas is 102.04 while the default
values for CH4 and N, O are 9.0 x 10-4and 1.0 x 10-4, respectively. If one then applies the
global warming potential, the CO;e equivalent can be shown as follows: [See DCN: EPA-HQ-
OAR-2008-0508-0726.1 for CO,, CH4 and N,O Contribution to Combustion CO,e from Natural
Gas Combustion table] Similar calculations apply to other fuels used within a refinery. In
summary, CITGO believes that greenhouse gas emission reporting should be on CO;e basis for
all combustion sources including cat cracker coke combustion. It is both unreasonable and
unnecessary to track, calculate, and report every greenhouse gas separately as though the
inventory were a speciation exercise when it is, in fact, an inventory. Measurement error alone
for the combustion sources and cat cracker coke burns significantly exceed the contributions of
either CH4 and/or N, O combustion contribution. For example, orifice meters typically have 1 -
3% accuracy, depending on use and process conditions - well above the CH4 and N,O
contribution. For complex refineries with dozens of combustion sources, setting up and
verifying additional (and unnecessary) calculations in a database or spreadsheet is time
consuming, expensive, and wasteful. The nearly nonexistent return relative to the value of
information gleamed on the time invested to generate it justifies the Agency's application of a
rational "cutoff' for such insignificant emissions, if any. In addition, these extra calculations
steps can often result in error due to extra configuration of a database or spreadsheet. CITGO
urges EPA to keep reporting simple as possible and to focus on calculation and measurement
accuracy for the inventory, not insignificant contribution breakout of CH4 and N,O. In the end,
the reporting of GHG emissions as CO,e will have little, if any, bearing on any future reduction
program.

Response: Reporting gases individually increases transparency, provides atmospheric
researchers who are concerned with actual radiative forcing individual gases more useful data for
their work, and allows EPA to retroactively apply updated GWPs more easily should they need
to be updated per international standards. To this end, EPA has also decided to retain the
separate emission factors and calculations for CH4 and N,O. EPA believes that using fuel-based
default emission factors to report these gases separately provides an appropriate balance between
easing the reporting burden on facilities and collecting useful data on GHG emissions.

Commenter Name: Karen St. John

Commenter Affiliation: BP America Inc. (BP)

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0631.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 57

Comment: Section 98.32 states: "You must report CO,, CH4, and N,O mass emissions from
each stationary fuel combustion unit." This could be read to mean that all emissions must be
reported on an individual unit basis rather than the other options afforded in Subpart C. BP
requests that EPA clarify the requirement in Subpart C as an inclusive scope rather than a
reporting form requirement.

Response: In the final rule, CO,, CH4, and N,O mass emissions from each stationary fuel
combustion unit must be reported separately, by unit, if the calculations are done at the unit
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level. This requirement is necessary for transparency and verification purposes. If an aggregated
unit, common pipe, or common stack approach is used, then CO,, CHy4, and N,O mass emissions
can be reported collectively for the applicable units.

Commenter Name: Craig S. Campbell

Commenter Affiliation: Lafarge North America

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0674.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 15

Comment: Proposed 40 CFR §98.33(c) requires calculation of methane (CH4) and nitrous
oxide (N,0O) emissions from all stationary combustion units. As documented in the WBCSD
CO; Cement protocol, cement industry data indicate that CH4 emissions are typically about
0.01% of kiln CO, emissions in a CO;e basis, and N,O emissions are also very small.
Consequently, the WBCSD protocol does not require inclusion of these de minimis emissions.
There would be little if any value of collecting data on these two pollutants, since their CO,-
equivalent emissions would be an insignificant fraction of the total COe emissions from the
cement facility and would be less than the confidence interval around the CO,e emissions
calculated without accounting for CH4 and N,O. In light of their de minimis nature, Lafarge
recommends that cement kilns not be required to calculate and report CH4 and N,O.

Response: CHy4 and N,O are covered under the UNFCCC, are emitted from stationary sources
that would report under Subpart C, and while the national greenhouse gas inventory tracks
overall trends of these emissions, this reporting requirement will provide EPA with valuable
additional information relating to these gases such as trends over time in specific industries.
Emissions data at the facility level for CH4 and N, O are also useful for researchers who need to
know where the gases are emitted. EPA is also seeking information to make informed decisions
regarding whether, what and how to address GHG emissions from particular sectors. While EPA
may not end up addressing CH4 and N,O from boilers in a standard or a program, the Agency
needs the information to make an informed decision. EPA believes that the use of fuel-specific
emission factors for these pollutants strikes an appropriate balance between minimizing the
burden on reporters and obtaining valuable GHG emission data. EPA has, however, revised the
final rule to exclude CH4 and N,O emissions from fuels for which the rule does not provide
emission factors, and has deleted the provision allowing the owner or operator of a facility to
develop site-specific emission factors for such fuels. EPA believes that this change will reduce
the reporting burden on facilities.

Commenter Name: Marc J. Meteyer

Commenter Affiliation: Compressed Gas Association (CGA)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0981.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 20

Comment: The preamble for the proposed rule states that CO, emissions far exceed the CO,-e

contributions of combustion byproduct emissions of CH4 and N,O, specifically "less than 1

percent of combined U.S. GHG emissions from stationary combustion, on a CO,-e basis."

Despite this insignificant contribution, combustion sources are being required to estimate these
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emissions. In some instances, particularly where the lower tier methods for calculating CO,
emissions are employed, the calculation of combustion byproduct CH4 and N, O is
straightforward. But in instances where more rigorous methods for calculating CO, emissions
are required (e.g. Tier 4), the calculation of combustion byproduct CH4 and N,O requires a
completely separate calculation process (and inherent process measurement data), comparable to
Tiers 1-3 for CO, emissions. This is a burdensome requirement for an insignificant contribution
to a source's overall GHG footprint. CGA Comment: CGA does not support calculating the
combustion byproduct CH4 and N,O. However, if the agency feels these emissions are
significant, it should allow greater use of Tiers 1, 2, and 3 for estimating CO, emissions (per
comments on §98.33(b), above).

Response: CH4 and N,O are covered under the UNFCCC, are emitted from stationary sources
that would report under Subpart C, and while the national greenhouse gas inventory tracks
overall trends of these emissions, this reporting requirement will provide EPA with valuable
additional information relating to these gases such as trends over time in specific industries.
Emissions data at the facility level for CH4 and N, O are also useful for researchers who need to
know where the gases are emitted. EPA is also seeking information to make informed decisions
regarding whether, what and how to address GHG emissions from particular sectors. While EPA
may not end up addressing CH4 and N,O from boilers in a standard or a program, the Agency
needs the information to make an informed decision.

EPA believes that the use of fuel-specific emission factors for these pollutants strikes an
appropriate balance between minimizing the burden on reporters and obtaining valuable GHG
emission data. EPA has, however, revised the final rule to exclude CH4 and N,O emissions
from fuels for which the rule does not provide emission factors, and has deleted the provision
allowing the owner or operator of a facility to develop site-specific emission factors for such
fuels. EPA believes that this change will reduce the reporting burden on facilities.

The Agency has clarified the requirements to report under Tier 4, and has made several changes
to reporting dates, extensions, and exceptions, that may indirectly address these concerns. While
the EPA does not find the methodologies for calculating CH4 and N,O emissions burdensome,
the EPA has clarified in the final rule that reporting of these emissions is required only for the
fuels listed in Table C-2 of Subpart C. When more than one type of fuel is combusted in a unit,
direct measurements or engineering estimates of the annual heat input from each fuel are needed
to calculate the CH4 and N,O emissions. Consequently, when CEMS (which are not fuel-
specific) are used to monitor the CO, emissions and heat input for a multi-fuel unit, the total heat
input measured by the CEMS must be apportioned to each fuel type. The owner or operator
should use the best available information (e.g., fuel feed rates, GCV values, etc.) to do the
necessary heat input apportionment.

Commenter Name: Marc J. Meteyer

Commenter Affiliation: Compressed Gas Association (CGA)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0981.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 21

Comment: The proposed rule offers an equation for calculating the contribution of CO,
emissions from flue gas desulfurization sorbents, equation C-1 1, which does not appear to be
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dimensionally (units) correct. Specifically, the "R" term in the equation appears to be incorrectly
defined. CGA Comment: Insure the definitions of terms for equation C-1 1 are dimensionally
correct.

Response: EPA has corrected this error in the final rule. The R term has been redefined as
"1.00, the calcium-to-sulfur stoichiometric ratio."

Commenter Name: J. P. Blackford

Commenter Affiliation: American Public Power Association (APPA)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0661.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 23

Comment: EPA distinguishes CO; and biogenic CO, emissions from stationary combustion
sources. In the preamble, EPA notes that this distinction is consistent with international policy
developed by the International Panel on Climate Change, California Air Resources Board
Reporting Rule and European Union Emissions Trading System. APPA supports distinguishing
CO; and biogenic CO,. Electric generation facilities which are subject to the Acid Rain
Program do not appear to have the opportunity to distinguish CO, from biogenic CO,, since the
proposed rule requires that total mass emissions be reported. APPA requests that electric
generation facilities subject to the Acid Rain Program be allowed to report biogenic CO»,
consistent with other stationary combustion sources.

Response: Itis EPA's intent that Acid Rain Program units will be able to continue to measure
and report CO, emissions as they do under the Acid Rain Program. EPA believes that this will
reduce the reporting burden on sources, and for this reason has not required Acid Rain Program
units to report biogenic emissions separately. However, EPA has provided a method for Acid
Rain Program units which choose to separately quantify their biogenic CO, emissions; see
§98.33(e) of the final rule.

Commenter Name: Juanita M. Bursley

Commenter Affiliation: GrafTech International Holdings Inc. Company (GrafTech)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0686.1

Comment Excerpt Number: 25

Comment: On page 16480 of the preamble, although EPA notes that CO, emission generated
by fuel combustion far exceeds the CH4 and N,O emissions (< 1% of total), EPA nevertheless
has proposed that facilities must also estimate and report emissions of these two lessor GHGs.
While GrafTech agrees that all combustion GHGs should be accounted for in the national GHG
database for accuracy, it supports the use of a combined CO,/CH4/N,O emission factor used by
some of the internationally recognized GHG emissions estimating protocols. This would
simplify the calculation methods and reduce the burden on reporting facilities, without
significantly compromising the accuracy of the emissions data.

Response: Reporting gases individually increases transparency, provides atmospheric
researchers who are concerned with actual radiative forcing individual gases more useful data for
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their work, and allows EPA to retroactively apply updated GWPs more easily should they need
to be updated per international standards. EPA believes that the use of fuel-specific emission
factors for these pollutants strikes an appropriate balance between minimizing the burden on
reporters and obtaining valuable GHG emission data. EPA has, however, revised the final rule to
exclude CH4 and N,O emissions from fuels for which the rule does not provide emission factors,
and has deleted the provision allowing the owner or operator of a facility to develop site-specific
emission factors for such fuels. EPA believes that this change will reduce the reporting burden
on facilities.

Commenter Name: See Table 10

Commenter Affiliation:

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0635
Comment Excerpt Number: 53

Comment: We also request that EPA clarify in its final rule that power companies subject to
reporting CO; emissions for Acid Rain Program units also must report SF¢ emissions. While
EPA addresses SF¢ emissions in its proposal and proposes a separate reporting threshold, EPA
should also specify that power companies with Acid Rain Program units are subject reporting
obligations for SF¢. The "electric power industry uses roughly 80% of all SF¢ produced
worldwide" through the transmission and distribution of electricity. Further, SF¢ is a highly
potent greenhouse gas: With a global warming potential 23,900 times greater than CO, and an
atmospheric life of 3,200, one pound of SF4 has the same global warming impact of 11 tons of
CO;. In 2002, U.S. SF4 emissions from the electric power industry were estimated to be 14.9
Tg CO; [e]. [footnote: See US EPA, http://www.epa.gov/electricpower-sf6/. 1d.] EPA should
therefore ensure that this important emissions source is covered in this context.

Response: EPA believes that it is made clear in §98.2 that the GHG emission report for
facilities containing Acid Rain Program units must include emissions from all sources in any
source category for which Calculation Methodologies are provided in Subparts B through JJ.
However, at this time EPA is not going final with the electrical equipment subpart. See the
Preamble section on Subpart DD for more information related to this decision.

Commenter Name: Chris Greissing

Commenter Affiliation: Industrial Minerals Association - North America (IMA-NA)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0705.1

Comment Excerpt Number: 6

Comment: IMA-NA requests the elimination of CH4 and N,O calculations entirely due to their
minimal impact on the total greenhouse gas inventory and on a facility's emissions. Based on the
formulae provided, less than 0.00001 percent of the greenhouse gas emissions would be CH4 or
N,O. EPA should not require calculation and reporting of these emissions because their
contribution to the total is clearly insignificant.

Response: CH4 and N,O are covered under the UNFCCC, are emitted from stationary sources
that would report under Subpart C, and while the national greenhouse gas inventory tracks
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overall trends of these emissions, this reporting requirement will provide EPA with valuable
additional information relating to these gases such as trends over time in specific industries.
Emissions data at the facility level for CH4 and N, O are also useful for researchers who need to
know where the gases are emitted. EPA is also seeking information to make informed decisions
regarding whether, what and how to address GHG emissions from particular sectors. While EPA
may not end up addressing CH4 and N,O from boilers in a standard or a program, the Agency
needs the information to make an informed decision.

EPA believes that the use of fuel-specific emission factors for these pollutants strikes an
appropriate balance between minimizing the burden on reporters and obtaining valuable GHG
emission data. EPA has, however, revised the final rule to exclude CH4 and N, O emissions
from fuels for which the rule does not provide emission factors, and has deleted the provision
allowing the owner or operator of a facility to develop site-specific emission factors for such
fuels. EPA believes that this change will reduce the reporting burden on facilities.
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4. SELECTION OF PROPOSED GHG EMISSIONS CALCULATION AND
MONITORING METHODS

Commenter Name: Michael W. Stroben

Commenter Affiliation: Duke Energy Corporation

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0407.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 10

Comment: Most coal-fired sources which measure CO; using CEMS under Part 75 measure the
total CO; and are not typically set up to distinguish between CO; (or other emissions) emitted by
fuel type. Altering the CEMS to record heat input by fuel type would add significant cost
without any real benefit, and does not seem to be necessary to fulfill the obligations under the
legislative mandate. If EPA retains the requirement to show the heat input for each fuel, it
should include procedures which would allow a reasonable estimate to be made of the GHG
emissions related to a secondary fossil fuel. For example, the emissions related to oil use in a
coal fired boiler for startup and other miscellaneous uses (such as flame stabilization) can be
calculated based on total fuel consumption and the emission factors in Tables C-1 through C-3.
This amount can be subtracted from the total heat input for a unit that exclusively burns fossil
fuels. For a unit that co-fires biogenic fuels, the fuel specific CO, emissions can be derived from
equations C-12 and C-13.

Response: EPA acknowledges the commenter's concerns, and has addressed this issue. EPA
has added provisions to the final rule requiring units subject to Part 75 to report total emissions
by unit, not by fuel. EPA believes that these provisions effectively address the concerns of the
commenter

The final rule specifies that, for Tier 4 units, the annual CO; emissions will be reported for all
fuels combined, and that any biogenic CO, emissions will also be reported separately. It also
states that CH4 and N, O emissions are to be reported for each type of fuel combusted, calculated
in accordance with §98.33(c). EPA has specified that reporters using Tier 4 are to calculate CHy4
and N, O emissions for each fuel type using the best available estimates of the annual heat input
from each type of fuel combusted in the unit during the reporting year. This can be from CEMS
data or engineering calculations.

Commenter Name: Kerry Kelly

Commenter Affiliation: Waste Management (WM)

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0376.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 6

Comment: Consistent with the WCI and DOE GHG reporting rules, EPA's final MRR should
eliminate the requirement that large MWCs use the Tier 4 methodology. The DOE 1605 (b)
approach is very similar to the calculation methodology used for reporting annual emissions of
criteria pollutants and HAPs as required by Title V operating permits. Each year MWC facilities
must conduct multiple stack or performance tests (under NSPS Subpart Eb/Cb) on all MWC
units, over several days using EPA Methods 1 - 29. Some MWC facilities stack test twice per
year, as some state requirements are more restrictive than the federal standards. The DOE
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approach would take advantage of these extensive testing requirements. The modified Tier 2
methodology would utilize multiple stack results over several days as follows: (1) Calculate
facility average CO; concentration (%), stack gas flow rate (DSCF/Hour) and boiler load or
steam production (Klbs/hour); (2) calculate a Stack Flow to Load Ratio (SFLR) or DSCF/Hr per
Klbs/hr steam production. The SFLR is analogous to the proposed Tier 2 "B" design heat input
to steam ratio used in Equation C-2b, but could be considered more representative since it is
based on actual test data; (3) obtain biogenic/non-biogenic CO, fractions using ASTM Methods
D 7459 and D 6866-06a from integrated gas samples collected during stack testing; and (4) use
CO; concentration, total steam production and SFLR to calculate MWC unit and facility wide
annual CO; emissions. The above approach modifies the Tier 2 methodology slightly since
actual CO; concentrations are used (not a fixed emission factor), and mass CO, emissions are
calculated from actual stack gas flow and actual steam production rather than using a fixed
design heat input. Table 2 [see DCN: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0376.1] summarizes 2008
non-biogenic CO; emissions from WM Wheelabrator large (i.e., greater than 250 tpd) MWC
facilities calculated in accordance with the proposed alternative methodology. See DCN: EPA-
HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0376.1 for a proposed third equation to Tier 2 Calculation Methodology.
We recommend that the ASTM D6866-06a non-biogenic carbon fraction results be directly
included in the calculation methodology for Municipal Solid Waste combustion. This will
improve transparency in reporting GHG CO; emissions and eliminate potential for error in
apportioning non-biogenic and biogenic CO, emission.

Response: EPA believes that it is appropriate to require the use of CEMS on the largest MSW
combustion sources and any smaller MSW combustion source which already has CO,
concentration monitors and stack gas volumetric flow rate monitors in place. EPA has, however,
clarified that all of the criteria in §98.33(b)(4)(ii) or (iii) must be present to require the use of
Tier 4. EPA believes that it is appropriate for MSW combustion units to use ASTM D6866-06a
and D7459-08 on a quarterly basis to determine the relative proportions of biogenic and non-
biogenic CO; emissions from the MSW combusted. Where Tier 2 is used, EPA has provided for
MSW combustion units to determine total CO, emissions from the amount of steam produced,
boiler design, and a default CO, emission factor. EPA believes that this is more appropriate than
determining site-specific factors during annual testing. Where Tier 4 is used, CO, emissions are
determined using a CO; concentration monitor and a stack gas volumetric flow rate monitor.
EPA does not believe that it is appropriate to estimate stack flow based on steam production in
Tier 4, and does not believe it is appropriate to use an O, monitor for MSW combustion, since it
is not a fuel listed in Table 1 in Section 3.3.5 of Appendix F to Part 75. Biogenic emissions for
the MSW combustion unit are then calculated by multiplying the total CO, emissions for the
year, determined using Tier 2 or 4, by the fraction of biogenic emissions, determined using the
ASTM methods.

Commenter Name: Stephen E. Woock

Commenter Affiliation: Weyerhaeuser Company

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0451.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 18

Comment: Weyerhaeuser does not agree with the provisions requiring direct measurement of

fuel use or the requirements to fuel test to calculate GHG emissions. Direct measurement of fuel

usage, fuel carbon content and fuel heat content is an unnecessary activity, which can not be
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justified by any purported improvement in accuracy and would impose significant unnecessary
costs. Instead, as allowed under most, if not all other GHG reporting systems, we propose that
the activity data and emissions factor approach described in Tier 1 be allowed as an approach to
calculate the GHG emissions from all stationary combustion sources. Emission factors are
already conservative by design and will ensure the integrity of the reported emissions. Fuel
purchase records, and facility or vendor provided default values for carbon and heat content can
provide the level of accuracy necessary. Therefore, EPA should allow the use of accepted
industry and vendor provided emission factors rather than mandating that the final consumer of
the fuel undertake these new and costly analyses - which EPA should note, will generate it's own
new and sizable carbon footprint as nationwide a very large new activity of sampling, shipping
and testing samples comes on-line. There is no technical basis that would suggest that a facility
level fuel test is more accurate than one done by the fuel vendor. The preferred approach would
be to follow the conventions established by the Canadian and European Union's programs and
allow either national average fuel-specific emission factors, those factors published by the IPCC,
or site specific factors determined (through experience) to be even more appropriate for the
specific example under evaluation. Direct measurement, as required by Tier 2 and 3 in the
proposal, should be optional. Most regulated facilities have internal control procedures to
determine which method is the most consistent and accurate for its operations given its fuels and
fuel systems and multiple data analysis and reporting requirements.

Response: See the Preamble, Section II. L., on General Monitoring Requirements for the overall
rationale for methodologies required under this rule, and the response to comment EPA-HQ-
OAR-2008-0508-0909.1 for the rationale for methodologies required under Subpart C.

EPA has significantly expanded the use of Tier 1 and Tier 2 Calculation Methodologies. Units
of any size combusting only pipeline quality natural gas and/or distillate oil may now use Tier 2,
and most units combusting biogenic fuels may use Tier 1. The mandatory fuel sampling and
analysis requirements for Tiers 2 and 3 have been considerably revised. The final rule requires
that natural gas be sampled semiannually. For fuel oil and coal, a representative sampling is
required for each fuel lot, i.e., for each shipment or delivery. For other liquid fuels and biogas,
quarterly sampling is required. For other solid fuels, excluding municipal solid waste, weekly
composite sampling with monthly analysis is required. For other gaseous fuels, the daily
sampling requirement has been retained, but only for facilities with existing equipment in place
that is capable of providing the data. Otherwise, weekly sampling is required. The final rule
also clarifies that fuel sampling and analysis data provided by the supplier may be used in the
emission calculations, and that fuel billing meters may be used to quantify fuel consumption.

Commenter Name: Kathleen M. Sgamma

Commenter Affiliation: Independent Petroleum Association of Mountain States (IPAMS)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0521.1

Comment Excerpt Number: 17

Comment: TPAMS members prefer the use of fuel-based CH4 and N,O emission factors, which
is consistent with aggregation of combustion sources using common meters.

Response: EPA appreciates the supportive feedback, and has maintained these specifications in
the final rule.
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Commenter Name: Michael W. Stroben

Commenter Affiliation: Duke Energy Corporation

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0407.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 16

Comment: EPA proposes to require monthly sampling of the carbon content of propane for Tier
2 and Tier 3 reporting methodologies. Propane is a very homogeneous fuel. The monthly
sampling of the carbon content of propane is not going to provide materially different estimates
of emissions that would result from applying a default emission factor. Duke Energy therefore
recommends that facilities be allowed to use the default HHV and CO,, CH4, and N,O emission
factors for Tier 2 and Tier 3 reporting. If a facility is currently sampling propane for other
purposes it could be allowed to use that information if it chose to do so, but this rule should not
create a new requirement that facilities begin propane sampling.

Response: EPA has provided a default emission factor (kg CO,/mmBtu) and HHV
(mmBtu/gallon) in Table C-1 for propane. EPA expects that most units combusting propane will
have maximum rated heat input capacities less than 250 mmBtu/hr, and will thus be allowed to
use Tier 1 or Tier 2. Tier 1 does not require any fuel sampling or analysis. Tier 2 will only be
required if the owner or operator of the unit already performs sampling and analysis for HHV, or
receives the result of such analysis from the fuel supplier, at the minimum frequency. If a unit
larger than 250 mmBtu/hr combusts propane, Tier 3 will be required, and fuel sampling and
analysis for carbon content will be required.

EPA agrees with the commenter that for a relatively homogeneous fuel such as propane, monthly
sampling is not necessary. For liquid fuels other than fuel oil, quarterly sampling is required in
the final rule. However, regardless of the sampling frequency, the owner or operator must use
the results of all available valid fuel analyses in the emissions calculations. The final rule also
clarifies that fuel sampling and analysis data provided by the supplier may be used in the
emission calculations.

Commenter Name: Michael Bradley

Commenter Affiliation: The Clean Energy Group (CEG)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0479.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 15

Comment: The Clean Energy Group suggests including thermal energy in the inventory as well
to calculate greenhouse gas intensity for combined heat and power (CHP) facilities. The Clean
Energy Group requests that EPA allow CHP facilities to utilize the emission calculation protocol
used by EPA's Climate Leaders program to apportion greenhouse gas emissions from thermal
energy production in order to more accurately account for greenhouse gas emissions from such
facilities.

Response: See the Preamble, Section II. D., and separate comment response document volumes

for the responses on the selection of source categories to report and on the relationship of this
rule to other programs.
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In response to the comment, EPA does not believe that any additional language is needed to
address the issue of greenhouse gas emissions calculation methods for combined heat and power
facilities. While EPA recognizes the benefits associated with thermal energy production and its
effect on GHG emissions, we believe that the Calculation Methodologies discussed in detail in
§98.33 of the final rule provide accurate results to appropriately account for emissions data from
general stationary combustion sources required to report GHG emissions.

Commenter Name: Thomas Siegrist

Commenter Affiliation: Koch Nitrogen Company LLC
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0351.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 15

Comment: The Proposed Rule would also require that process gas, which presumably would
include purge gas from the ammonia process synthesis loop at the KNC ammonia production
plants, be sampled and analyzed daily to determine the carbon content and molecular weight of
the gas when used as a fuel (proposed §98.34(d)(3)). Synthesis loop purge gas composition is
stable over time, and it provides a very small percentage of the overall fuel value consumed in
the ammonia production facility. Whereas daily sampling and analyses of this stream would not
significantly improve the quality of resulting emissions estimates, and would impose an
unwarranted cost and operational burden, the Proposed Rule should be revised to reflect a
required frequency of sampling and analyses of ammonia production purge gas, when used as a
fuel for stationary combustion, of once per quarter.

Response: See the Preamble, Section II. L., on General Monitoring Requirements for the overall
rationale for methodologies required under this rule, and the response to comment EPA-HQ-
OAR-2008-0508-0909.1 for the rationale for methodologies required under Subpart C.

EPA has revised the sampling frequency requirement for gaseous fuels other than natural gas or
biogas in Tier 3 from daily to weekly for facilities where equipment for daily sampling is not in
place. EPA also has limited the mandatory use of Tier 3 to determine emissions from fuels for
which no default values are provided to fuels that make up at least ten percent of the average
annual heat input for a unit with maximum rated heat input capacity greater than 250 mmBtu/hr.
Otherwise, emissions from the alternative fuels need not be reported unless CEMS are used.

Commenter Name: Laurie Burt

Commenter Affiliation: Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0453.1

Comment Excerpt Number: 14

Comment: Under Section V C of the Preamble, General Stationary Fuel Combustion Sources,
Subsection 3d: Selection of Proposed Monitoring Methods: CH4 and N,O Emissions From All
Fuel Combustion, EPA proposes to use default emission factors and annual heat input values to
estimate CH4 and N,O emissions. Massachusetts suggests that EPA perform studies to improve
these AP-42 emissions factors, which currently have a very low rating.
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Response: EPA believes the CH4 and N,O emission factors provided in Subpart C are
appropriate for use in this mandatory reporting rule. EPA has reviewed the values, and finds that
they are consistent with Climate Leaders. Values brought in from IPCC were converted in the
same manner as the Climate Leaders factors. EPA is using mostly IPCC values because we are
aware that the AP-42 non-CO, factors haven't been reviewed in-depth recently.

Commenter Name: Thomas Siegrist

Commenter Affiliation: Koch Nitrogen Company LLC
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0351.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 14

Comment: The Proposed Rule would require facilities under Tier 2 to conduct monthly
sampling and analysis of incoming natural gas fuel for higher heating value ("HHV") and would
require facilities under Tier 3 to conduct monthly sampling and analyses for fuel carbon content
and molecular weight. Both of these proposed calculation methods are costly and unnecessary.
Ample historical data are available across industries that characterize HHV, carbon content, and
molecular weight for common fuels such as pipeline-quality natural gas. Default values for these
parameters could reliably be used to estimate combustion-related emissions with minimal
reduction in overall emissions data quality. Use of default values is allowed under several
accepted GHG reporting protocols, including those of the WRI/WBCSD and TCR. EPA should
look to these established programs and eliminate the proposed requirement to sample and
analyze for these parameters in common fuels, such as pipeline-quality natural gas. If EPA
believes it necessary to require site-specific data, the reporting entity should be allowed to use
data generated by the fuel supplier, rather than imposing an additional sampling and analytical
burden on individual manufacturing sites.

Response: See the Preamble, Section II. L., for the response on the general monitoring
approach. See the Preamble and separate comment response document volume for the response
on the relationship of this rule to other programs.

The commenter should note that EPA has revised the rule to allow the use of Tier 2 to calculate
emissions from a unit of any size in which pipeline quality natural gas and/or distillate oil are the
only fossil fuels combusted. EPA agrees with the commenter that for a homogeneous fuel such
as pipeline natural gas, monthly sampling is not necessary. The rule has been revised to require
that natural gas be sampled semiannually. The final rule also clarifies that fuel sampling and
analysis data provided by the supplier may be used in the emission calculations.

Commenter Name: Michael Bradley

Commenter Affiliation: The Clean Energy Group (CEG)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0479.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 13

Comment: The Clean Energy Group understands that EPA is proposing that the electric utility

industry continue to report CO, emissions on a quarterly basis to the Clean Air Markets Division

(CAMD) and then sum the emissions at the end of the year and quantify CH4 and nitrous oxide

(N,0) emissions. However, in some cases, total heat input values from oil and natural gas are
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recorded at the hourly level, but are not summed up separately on an annual basis. The Clean
Energy Group requests that EPA provide methodologies to report CH4 and N,O for multiple fuel
units on Acid Rain units.

Response: EPA acknowledges the concerns of commenters, and has added language to clarify
the methodology for reporting CH4 and N,O for multiple fuel units under the Acid Rain
Program. Please refer to §98.33(c) for detailed instructions.

Commenter Name: Thomas Siegrist

Commenter Affiliation: Koch Nitrogen Company LLC
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0351.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 12

Comment: KNC agrees with EPA's decision to allow the use of default emission factors to
estimate CH4 and N,O emissions from fuel combustion given the low levels of these emissions
and the high relative degree of accuracy of the emission factor method. The Proposed Rule
would allow the use of default emission factors, in combination with annual heat input values, to
estimate methane ("CH4") and N, O emissions from fuel combustion. Considering the relatively
low combustion-related emission levels of CH4 and N, O, compared to those of CO,, neither
stack testing nor CEMs would provide a cost-effective alternative that would significantly
improve upon the accuracy of a GHG emission inventory. KNC recommends that EPA retain
the use of default emission factors for estimating combustion-related CH4 and N, O emissions in
the final rule.

Response: EPA appreciates the supportive feedback, and has maintained these specifications in
the final rule.

Commenter Name: Steven D. Meyers

Commenter Affiliation: General Electric Company (GE)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0532.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 18

Comment: Section 98.33 of the proposed regulations provides a four-tiered GHG emissions
calculation methodology for fuel combustion sources. These calculation methodologies range
from use of default fuel specific heating value and CO, emission factors (Tier 1) to use of CEMS
on large coal-fired units that are already equipped with CEMS (Tier 4). While GE understands
the benefits of CEMS for those sources already employing CEMS; however, additional
opportunities for error and data inconsistency are potentially introduced by Tier 2 and Tier 3
requirements. GE currently uses Tier 1 exclusively in calculating GHG emissions from its fuel
combustion sources all over the world. In fact, GE is using factors that combine the fuel heating
and emissions factors into a single factor. GHG emission can be simply calculated by
multiplying the fuel volume, weight or mass times the appropriate factor. This has also allowed
GE to preprogram these factors into our web-based data collection tool so that our sites do not
need to calculate GHG emissions. In addition, GE's fuel combustion GHG emissions are
calculated in a consistent manner throughout the US and the rest of the world so that meaningful
comparisons can be made between sources and facilities. GE's GHG inventory also allows sites
to combine all of their fuel combustion sources that fire the same fuel and apply the factor only
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once, greatly simplifying the data collection and emissions calculation processes because the
sites must only collect the total quantity of each type of fuel used on site and enter this data into
the web-based tool. Everything else is done for the site electronically. The proposed Mandatory
Program provides three non-CEMS calculation methodologies. In Tier 1, the reporting site
would have to select a default high heat value and CO, emission factor from a table and plug
these values with the quantity of fuel consumed into the provided equation. In Tier 2, the
reporting site would have to measure the actual high heat value of the fuel or obtain this
information on a periodic basis from the fuel supplier, select a default CO, emission factor from
a table and plug these values with the quantity of fuel consumed into the provided equation.
Finally, in Tier 3, the site would have to periodically measure the fuel carbon content (molecular
weight for gaseous fuels) and plug this information with the fuel use into an equation that
assumes that all of the carbon is converted to CO;. In each case the level of effort and
complexity increases. Also, the opportunity for data error increases. GE understands that the
accuracy of reporting theoretically increases as one moves from Tier 1 to Tier 2 to Tier 3.
However, in Tier 1, EPA could program the default heat content and emission factors into its
electronic tool so that the reporting facility only has to collect information on the quantity of fuel
consumed and enter this data into the electronic tool. The reporting facility would only have to
certify the quantity of fuel consumed. This would make the data quality assurance much easier,
both for the reporting facility and for EPA. No mistakes could be made in the data calculations
since the electronic reporting tool would do them all. When one moves to Tier 2, the site now
has to obtain actual fuel heat content values on a periodic basis either by measuring and
analyzing the fuel heat content or obtaining this information from the fuel supplier. This may
introduce fuel sampling and analysis errors. Also the laboratory may not report the fuel heat
content data accurately. Finally the site needs to enter another piece of data into the electronic
tool, which could introduce data entry errors. GE presumes that the calculations could still be
preprogrammed into the electronic reporting tool so that the sites would not have to do all of the
calculations. This method is theoretically more accurate than Tier 1. However, the additional
error opportunities that result from Tier 2 may cancel out any increase in theoretical accuracy.
The move to Tier 3 requires the site to obtain actual fuel carbon content (molecular weight for
gaseous fuels) data. This would force the reporting site to do fuel sampling and analysis since
this data may not be reported by the fuel supplier (coal suppliers may report this data but oil and
gas suppliers may not). This would introduce fuel sampling, analysis and reporting errors as
discussed above for Tier 2. GE also presumes that the calculations could still be preprogrammed
into the electronic reporting tool so that the sites would not have to do all of the calculations.
Again this method is theoretically more accurate than Tier 1, however the additional error
opportunities may cancel out any increase in theoretical accuracy. GE has learned that GHG
reporting errors increase as the complexity of reporting increases. We have endeavored to make
our process as simple as possible. We are concerned about the increase in complexity that is
represented by Tiers 2 and 3. In addition, the three tiers will introduce variability as various
reporting facilities select their calculation methodology. It is possible that three different
reporting facilities with three identical units using the same source of natural gas may report
three different GHG emission numbers because they have selected different calculation
methodologies. GE recommends that EPA select a Tier 1 methodology for most standard fuels
such as natural gas, distillate oil, propane, LPG, etc. that tend to have a more uniform
composition to promote simplicity, accuracy and consistency in reporting. GE understands the
need to go to Tiers 2 and 3 in cases where fuel variability may be more significant.

Response: See the Preamble, Section II. L., for the response on the general monitoring
approach.
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EPA did not choose to adopt a simplified calculation method approach (e.g., using default
emission factors) for all units because the data would be less accurate than under the selected
option and would not make use of site-specific data that many facilities already have available
and refined calculation approaches that many facilities are already using.

However, EPA has significantly expanded the use of Tier 1 and Tier 2 Calculation
Methodologies. Units of any size combusting only pipeline quality natural gas and/or distillate
oil may now use Tier 2, and most units combusting biogenic fuels may use Tier 1. Furthermore,
the mandatory fuel sampling and analysis requirements for Tiers 2 and 3 have been considerably
revised. The final rule requires that natural gas be sampled semiannually. For fuel oil and coal,
a representative sampling is required for each fuel lot, i.e., for each shipment or delivery. For
other liquid fuels and biogas, quarterly sampling is required. For other solid fuels, excluding
municipal solid waste, weekly composite sampling with monthly analysis is required. For other
gaseous fuels, the daily sampling requirement has been retained, but only for facilities with
existing equipment in place that is capable of providing the data. Otherwise, weekly sampling is
required. The final rule clarifies that fuel sampling and analysis data provided by the supplier
may be used in the emission calculations.

Please see Section V. of the Preamble on "Collection, Management, and Dissemination of GHG
Emissions Data" for additional information on how EPA plans to approach electronic reporting
and software tools.

Commenter Name: Rechelle Hollowaty

Commenter Affiliation: Tyson Foods, Inc.

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0379.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 10

Comment: Tyson agrees that EPA should allow the fuel supplier to provide fuel heating values
for both Tier 1 and Tier 2 calculation methodologies. For EPA to require individual facilities to
have tested either internally or externally is redundant to what fuel supply companies routinely
assess and provide to their customers.

Response: The final rule clarifies that fuel sampling and analysis data provided by the supplier
may be used in the emission calculations for both Tier 2 and Tier 3, while Tier 1 calculations use
default heating values and emission factors.

Commenter Name: Traylor Champion

Commenter Affiliation: Georgia-Pacific, LLC (GP)

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0380.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 19

Comment: There is no need for Tier 4 Methodology. Under the proposed rule, a unit rated

greater than 250 MMBtu burning solid fossil fuel that already has a CEMS installed for any

pollutant would need to install a CEMS to determine CO, emissions and install a flow monitor
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system to enable the specified Tier 4 calculations. For almost all solid fossil fuels, there has
been a large amount of data collected over many years on the HHV and CO, emissions
associated with those fuels. Facilities that use solid fossil fuels track the amount of fuel
purchased very closely since it is, in most cases, a significant part of the overall energy cost.
Therefore, requiring a CEMS and flow meter for these units would be an unnecessarily
burdensome and expensive new requirement that would not significantly improve the accuracy
of CO, measurement over fuel-use based calculations.

Response: See the Preamble, Section II. L., for the response on the general monitoring
approach.

The Tier 4 requirement described by the commenter is limited to larger solid fossil fuel units
with an existing pollutant CEMS or volumetric flow rate monitor. EPA is requiring the use of
CEMS due to the complexity of monitoring solid fuel consumption and the heterogeneous nature
of the solid fuels, which reduces the accuracy of calculation methodologies. Many of these fossil
fuel-fired units with a pollutant CEMS have an existing diluent monitor (O, or CO;) that can be
used to determine CO, emissions (General Stationary Combustion Technical Support Document,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0004).

Commenter Name: Doug MacTaggart

Commenter Affiliation: C-Lock Technology, Inc.

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0502.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 10

Comment: We have developed an uncertainty analysis for CEMS emissions data that has been
reviewed by several leading consultants in CEMS emissions measurements and statistical
analysis. The uncertainty analysis C-Lock has developed calculates the uncertainty of a
reference value compared with an instrument measurement and determines the uncertainty
associated with the difference between the two values. Our uncertainty analysis includes the
following data: (1) Measurement values obtained from both the CEMS and relative accuracy test
audit (RATA) equipment during the RATA tests. Also, the number of accepted/passed RATA
tests performed since 1997. (2) Measurement values from both CEMS instruments and reference
instruments for high, low, and zero levels during daily calibrations. (3) Average hourly values
measured by CEMS. (4) Cumulative number of concentration standard bottles used for daily
calibrations since the last RATA test. (5) The number of RATA tests performed. The automated
uncertainty analysis is built into our software to calculate the uncertainty for any unit in the Part
75 database. The overall finding is that mass flow rate of CO, (a combination of CO, flow rate
and concentration) typically indicates errors with a magnitude of 4 - 5%. Note that no "absolute"
measurements exist, therefore, no measurement method can be absolutely accurate in a scientific
sense. Because there are no absolute measures with which to compare CEMS data, only
repeated measurements of the same component using independent methods can approximate the
latent value. Also note that our uncertainty analysis does not account for differences between the
CEMS field measurements, reference values, and the "absolute measurement" because it is
impossible to determine the "absolute measurement." This principle has been affirmed on
several occasions by our consultants who have significant experience with CEMS systems. We
have found that uncertainty estimates provided through this type of analysis are definitely biased
low. Therefore, the "absolute" uncertainty is likely greater than the 4-5% uncertainty specified
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by our calculations. A summary of CEMS bias studies drawing from publications by several
organizations shows that the potential for measurement bias found by multiple authors ranges
between 3-30%, depending on the equipment used, equipment maintenance, and set-up [See
DCN: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0502.1 for Appendix references 3-9]. C-Lock engineers have
also performed extensive data mining of the Part 75 database. As a result, we have observed
many indicators of CEMS data discrepancies. For example, one key variable analyzed is CO,
emission intensity (CO, generated per gross unit power produced) and its variability over time.
In well-operated and maintained units, the CO, emission intensity does not change significantly
over time. Our investigations indicate that changes in CO; emission intensity can be attributable
to one or more of the following factors: (1) Changes in plant heat rate over time including
seasonal changes. (2) Changes in coal quality over time. (3) Changes in steam usage over time
(i.e., steam is used for some other purpose than to generate electricity). (4) Change in the
measurement systems. Although plants in the US that use steam for purposes other than
generating electricity exist, they are few and far between. Therefore, in most cases item #3 can
be eliminated as a contributor to changes in emission intensity. C-Lock has also analyzed the
reported heat rate data in the Part 75 database. We recognize that the reported heat rate in this
database is calculated based on reported CO, emissions data, unit power output data, and
standardized F-factors. Therefore, this heat rate data most likely will not align with actual heat
rate data calculated by plant operators using methods independent of the F-factor approach.
However, the Part 75 database [1] heat rate data, particularly changes in heat rate over time, do
provide an indicator of the validity of the CEMS CO, data. Our analysis of the Part 75 database
indicates many irregular changes in CO; intensity and heat rate. Some examples are shown in
the series of plots in Attachment 1. Our analysis of the data from the 422 single-units with single
stacks that burn coal and emitted more than one million metric tons of CO; in 2007 indicates the
following for the 2007 year: (1) Of the 422 single-units with single stacks, 212 (50%) of those
units indicate greater variations in CO, intensity than 10%. [Footnote: This is after accounting
for constant plant load conditions (greater than 90% load) and calculating 14 day rolling
averages. The difference reported is the difference between the minimum and maximum 14-day
averaged value for the 2007 year] (2) Out of the 422 units, 56 units (13%) were determined to
have 14-day CO; intensity variations of greater than 20%. [see footnote above] (3) Most of the
changes in intensity are not likely to represent real changes in emission intensity because the
intensity swings in many cases aren't logical. Relative to heat rate, the data in the Part 75
database indicate many irregular changes as well. Our analysis of the data from the same units,
show the following: (1) Of the 422 single-units with single stacks, 199 (47%) of those units
indicate greater changes in heat rate than 1,000 BTU/KWh. [see footnote above] (2) Of the 422
single-units with single stacks, 49 (12%) of those units indicate greater changes in heat rate than
2,000 BTU/KWh. [see footnote above] (3) Because the changes are so large, most of the
changes in intensity are not likely to represent real changes in heat rate. We have also made
other observations based on data from the Part 75 database: (1) In most cases, the variations in
"apparent" intensity can not be correlated with major plant outages and the variations often
appear to be random with no logical explanation (i.e., the CO, intensity degrades over time, an
outage occurs, then the CO; intensity is recovered). (2) Differences of 6% in CO; intensity and
heat rate based on CEMS measurement data have been observed for facilities with identical units
burning coal from the same fuel source. If this was an actual emissions intensity change, this
would represent approximately a 600 BTU difference among identical units; this is a highly
unlikely occurrence. [See DCN: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0502.1 for table illustrating 2007
yearly average heat rates associated with average emission intensities] (3) Data from older, less
efficient units operating from the same coal source are often reporting a 5-10% better heat rate
and CO; intensity than units that are newer and have been reported as performing more
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efficiently. [See DCN: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0502.1 for figures illustrating filtered
intensity of two different units] Unit 1 began operation in 1978, while Unit 2 began in 1994.
These units have the same emission controls, coal source, and are both dry-bottom units.
However, the older unit shows a more efficient performance throughout 2007. [See DCN: EPA-
HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0502.1 for table summarizing the trends of the two units according to
average yearly emissions intensity in 2007. Unit #1 at 30 years of age contains a 2007 yearly
average intensity of 0.86 mtCO,/MWh; Unit #2 at 14 years of age contains a 0.93 mtCO,/MWh
yearly average intesnity. Commenter points out a 7% difference between the two units. ]

Response: See the Preamble, Section II. L., for the response on the general monitoring
approach.

See the response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0502.1 excerpt 9 for an explanation of
EPA's analysis of the use of the mass balance approach for emissions from solid fuels such as
coal.

The Tier 4 CEMS requirement is limited to larger solid fossil fuel units with an existing pollutant
CEMS or volumetric flow rate monitor. EPA is requiring the use of CEMS due to the
complexity of monitoring solid fuel consumption and the heterogeneous nature of the solid fuels.
Many of these fossil fuel-fired units with a pollutant CEMS have an existing diluent monitor (O,
or CO,) that can be used to determine CO, emissions (General Stationary Combustion Technical
Support Document, EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0004).

Commenter Name: John L. Wittenborn et al.

Commenter Affiliation: Steel Manufacturers Association (SMA) and Specialty Steel Industry
of North America (SSINA)

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0518.1

Comment Excerpt Number: 9

Comment: SMA/SSINA support the use of default emission factors for estimating methane and
nitrous oxide emissions from combustion. Given that these emissions are insignificant at steel
mills, we agree that the additional costs and burdens of using CEMS or developing site-specific
emissions factors is not warranted.

Response: EPA appreciates the supportive feedback and has maintained these specifications in
the final rule.

Commenter Name: Gary Moore

Commenter Affiliation: Pensacola Plant of Ascend Performance Materials LLC
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0366.1

Comment Excerpt Number: 9

Comment: Allowances should be made to subtract fugitive emissions of natural gas, calculated
according to the procedures in Subpart W, from the total amount combusted on a single site.
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Response: Subpart C allows for combustion emission calculations based only on the fuel
combusted. Subpart C has been revised to allow units of any size combusting only pipeline
quality natural gas to use Tier 2 to calculate emissions. Tier 2 requires facilities to determine
fuel use from company records. EPA intends that this provision will allow a reporting facility to
accurately determine the quantity of fuel combusted using the most appropriate methods for that
facility. EPA points out that it is not finalizing Subpart W at this time.

Commenter Name: Doug MacTaggart

Commenter Affiliation: C-Lock Technology, Inc.

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0502.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 9

Comment: C-Lock promotes and supports that the intent of the EPA reporting rule to maintain
scientific credibility and transparency in reporting emissions data. However, based on the
uncertainty observed in Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems (CEMS) emissions data
contained in the EPA's Part 75 database, it can be reasonably concluded that CEMS can be
relatively uncertain and not sensitive enough to reliably quantify changes in CO, emissions that
result from feasible, but relatively small (1% - 3%) improvements in unit heat rate. Heat rate
improvements of 1 - 3% are simply "lost in the noise" of the larger uncertainty associated with
CEMS data. C-Lock has developed an uncertainty analysis for the Part 75 CEMS CO,
emissions data that has been reviewed by several leading consultants in CEMS emissions data
and statistical analysis. While analyzing the uncertainty of numerous units in the EPA's Part 75
emissions database, it was found that, in general, mass flow rate of CO; (a combination of CO,
flow rate and concentration) typically has an uncertainty of at least 4 - 5%, and is likely higher
after considering the unknown variables that were not available for our analysis. This
uncertainty is simply too large to accurately and reliably quantify efficiency improvements that
will lead to reduced CO, emission rates. We have also noted numerous inconsistencies in the
historical CEMS CO, emission data, these inconsistencies indicate that reported data may be
inaccurate for many US coal-fired units, by as much as 20%. Inaccuracies in reported data will
make it difficult to establish credible baselines, which will, in turn, impact future reduction goals.
Measurement error will also have significant effects on the integrity of any trading platform.
The current requirements and procedures employed in the US to measure and report CO; have
evolved primarily from the rules that govern the measurement and reporting of SO, and NOy
emissions. C-Lock does not endorse applying this "cookie-cutter" approach to CO, emissions
monitoring. Managing CO; emissions is different than managing SO, and NOy emissions
because CO; is a process emission. For example, when monitoring SO, emissions, the sulfur
content of coal is 25 - 100 times less than the carbon content and much more variable. Also, flue
gas desulfurization equipment ("scrubbers") can be used to remove SO, from the flue gas,
therefore making mass-balance calculations more difficult and less certain. Similar issues exist
for the management of NOy emissions. NOy is formed from the oxidation of nitrogen in the
boiler as a result of the combustion process, and scrubbers are can also be used to remove NO,
from the exit gas stream. Because of these issues, CEMS is probably the most accurate, smallest
"headache," and most cost-effective method for determining NOy and SO, emissions, but the
same is not necessarily true for CO,. The most important point is that there are alternate,
independent, and relatively low-cost methodologies to compute CO, emissions from a coal-fired
unit that can be used to compare with CEMS data. Two accepted, and relatively inexpensive
methods that can be used to calculate CO, emissions are a carbon mass balance calculation
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based on coal quality and quantity data and CO; emissions calculated using plant heat rate and
statistically valid emissions factors for coal. In addition, comparing independent process
indicators, such as comparing coal feed rates and induced-draft fan flows with emissions output,
can indicate potential for error in a CEMS CO, monitoring system. Process variables can also
be used to reliably show that actions to reduce CO, emissions translate into a quantifiable
benefit. Many plants already use real-time, on-line monitoring systems that perform these
measurements on a continuous basis for performance reasons. Combining these techniques
could significantly reduce the variations and associated uncertainty of any single measurement
technique.

Response: See the Preamble for the response on the general monitoring approach.

The Tier 4 CEMS requirement is limited to larger solid fossil fuel units with an existing pollutant
CEMS or volumetric flow rate monitor. EPA is requiring the use of CEMS due to the
complexity of monitoring solid fuel consumption and the heterogeneous nature of the solid fuels.
Many of these fossil fuel-fired units with a pollutant CEMS have an existing diluent monitor (O,
or CO,) that can be used to determine CO, emissions (General Stationary Combustion Technical
Support Document, EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0004).

Commenter Name: Douglas P. Scott

Commenter Affiliation: The Climate Registry

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0567.2
Comment Excerpt Number: 8

Comment: The Registry recommends requiring the use of emissions factors based on
combustion technology to quantify CH4 and N,O emissions from stationary combustion. EPA
currently prescribes the use of default emission factors for CH4 and N,O based on fuel type.
The Registry has worked with a variety of stakeholders on this issue and based on those
discussions believes it is more accurate to quantify these emissions using emission factors based
on combustion technology.

Response: The use of fuel-specific emission factors is in accordance with methods used in other
programs. The approach provides data of sufficient accuracy for the purposes of this rule, given
that CH4 and N,O emissions from stationary combustion are much less than CO; emissions.

Commenter Name: Steven M. Maruszewski

Commenter Affiliation: Pennsylvania State University (Penn State)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0409.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 8

Comment: Penn State agrees that the approach to allow facilities to aggregate emissions from

small units is the appropriate approach. It allows EPA to obtain the data required but with a
reasonable amount of effort on the reporter's part.
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Response: EPA appreciates this comment, and believes that the final rule includes further
clarification and flexibility regarding aggregation and common pipe provisions that will reduce
the burden on sources.

Commenter Name: Kerry Kelly

Commenter Affiliation: Waste Management (WM)

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0376.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 7

Comment: If EPA decides to use thresholds to determine the applicability of the various
calculation methodologies, then the MRR should include an alternative threshold for use of Tier
4 for MWCs. EPA should base the threshold on non-biogenic CO; emissions equivalent to a
250 MMbtulhr natural gas fired combustion source. Using the emission factors and assumptions
in the calculations above, we propose the following: "(5) Tier 4 Calculation Methodology: ...(ii)
Shall be used if: ..., or if the unit combusts municipal solid waste, and if non-biogenic CO,
emissions are greater than 13,255 kilograms per hour calculated using maximum permitted heat
input in MMBtu per hour, Table C-2 default emission factor and the non-biogenic fraction from
ASTM D 6866-06a results."

Response: EPA appreciates your comment but has kept the 250 ton MSW/day size
determination. Both the 250 mmBtu/hr and 250 tons MSW/day are size determinations for
considering large sources in other EPA programs (e.g., 40 CFR 60 Subpart Ea and Eb for
Municipal Solid Waste Combustors). These size determinations were not considered to be
directly comparable, but rather to reflect consistency with other EPA programs.

Commenter Name: See Table 4

Commenter Affiliation:

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0455.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 7

Comment: Under Subpart C of the Proposal, the Agency proposes to subject large solid fuel-
fired combustion sources with existing Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems ("CEMS")
equipment to Tier Four monitoring requirements and emissions calculation methods, which are
the most stringent of the proposed monitoring requirements. In the Preamble, the Agency
justifies this stringency based on "the complexity of monitoring solid fuel consumption and the
heterogeneous nature of solid fuels." The Class of '85 disagrees with the assertion that the nature
of solid fuels justifies such stringent monitoring requirements and emissions calculation methods
for CO,. Large stationary combustion units fired with solid fuels are subject to stringent
monitoring requirements and emissions calculation methods under the Acid Rain Program. The
Group agrees that stringent monitoring and emissions calculations are justified under the Acid
Rain Program, as the primary pollutant to track is sulfur dioxide ("SO,"). The Group does not
believe, however, that the same justification applies with regard to CO, emissions. The
variability of sulfur in coal is significant, but variation in the carbon content of coal is much less.
Because of the homogenous carbon content of coal, the Class of '85 believes that a solid fuel-
fired combustion source should be allowed to calculate CO, emissions based on carbon content
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measurements and the amount of coal burned, so long as a facility can certify its coal quantity
measurements. The Class of '85 urges EPA to consider this rationale when evaluating the
stringency of its monitoring requirements and emissions calculation methods for large solid fuel-
fired combustion sources.

Response: EPA believes that while variability in the carbon content may be of concern, the
more significant issue is the ability to accurately determine the quantity of solid fossil fuel
consumption. EPA notes that the commenter also adds the following caveat to the suggested
technique of calculating CO, emissions based on carbon content measurements and the amount
of coal burned, "so long as a facility can certify its coal quantity measurements." EPA refers the
commenter to the report DCN: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0696.2 submitted to the docket by
Clean Air Engineering (CAE), which states the use of a mass balance technique for determining
CO; mass emissions can result in significant underestimation of emissions (between 18 — 77
percent lower than CO, mass emissions determined using CEMS). While a mass balance
approach may be useful for providing a "ball park" check on the reasonability of the data
collected, EPA believes that there is ample evidence to show that properly operated and
maintained CEM systems provide the best available real-time data. EPA has not seen any
evidence that mass balance data are of high enough quality to be considered an equivalent to
CEMS data. Recent information presented at forums such as Air and Waste Management
Association (AWMA) conferences suggests that a 20 percent error in the measurement of solid
fuel consumption is not uncommon, without taking into account any additional calibration drift
that may occur in the belt scales and gravimetric feeders in-between calibration checks.

Commenter Name: Steven M. Maruszewski

Commenter Affiliation: Pennsylvania State University (Penn State)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0409.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 7

Comment: EPA has proposed a 4-tiered system for calculating emissions from stationary
sources. Emissions from smaller sources/units can be calculated from measured fuel use and
default heat values. This avoids the cost burden of adding continuous emissions monitoring
systems (CEMS) for smaller units. Large emitters involved in ARP already have these systems.
Penn State agrees with this approach.

Response: EPA appreciates your support and thanks you for your comment. See the Preamble,
Section II. L., for the response on the general monitoring approach.

Commenter Name: Doug MacTaggart

Commenter Affiliation: C-Lock Technology, Inc.

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0502.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 7

Comment: Under the proposed rule, electricity generation units (EGU) falling under the EPA

Acid Rain Program (i.e., large coal-fired plants) would be required to report CO, emissions

using their existing Continuous Emission Monitoring System (CEMS). For general stationary
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fuel combustion sources not including EGUs, the proposed rule stipulates a four-tier approach
for determining the methodology to be used to quantify CO, emissions. Tier 4 would apply to
large facilities that combust solid fossil fuel (i.e., coal) and require reporters to use CEMS if it is
already installed at their facility. Tier 3 would apply mainly to combustion of more
homogeneous liquid and gaseous fossil fuels and would require periodic determination of the
carbon content of the fuel combined with direct measurement of the amount of fuel combusted.
EPA states that they evaluated calculation methods for coal combustion used in other emissions
reporting programs. EPA found that these methods would introduce significant uncertainty into
the reported CO, emissions estimates based on the heterogeneous nature of coal, the relative
infrequency of coal sampling required by the methods (often only monthly), their lack of
inclusion of heat input capacity of stationary combustion equipment, and the use of company
records to estimate fuel consumption. C-Lock has found that relying solely on CEMS for
quantification of power plant emissions can result in significant uncertainty and that the key to
reducing this uncertainty is inclusion of additional data feeds and calculation methods into the
quantification process [See DCN: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0502.1 Appendix A for details].
In addition, C-Lock has found that the issues with coal sampling identified by EPA can be
rectified by more rigorous sampling and analysis methodologies. In particular, ASTM
International standards specifying much more frequent sampling of coal [See DCN: EPA-HQ-
OAR-2008-0508-0502.1 for references for ASTM standards D7430, D6883, D6609,
D2234/D2234M, and D2013] are commonly used to control business transactions related to
buying and selling of coal. Thus, C-Lock advocates providing coal-fired EGUs and other large
stationary fuel combustion facilities with the opportunity to use emission quantification methods
based on consumed fuel as long as the more rigorous ASTM procedures are followed. This will
result in increased accuracy of the reported emissions and a more accurate baseline for future
programs.

Response: The commenter did not explain what is meant by "more rigorous ASTM procedures"
for quantifying solid fossil fuel consumption, or the basis for believing that these procedures are
capable of providing CO, emissions estimates equivalent to direct measurement of CO,
emissions with a CEMS. The commenter does refer to a number of ASTM coal sampling
techniques, which could be used to measure the carbon content of the fuel, but are not suitable
for quantifying solid fossil fuel consumption.

Commenter Name: David A. Buff

Commenter Affiliation: Florida Sugar Industry (FSI)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0500.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 11

Comment: The FSI agrees with EPA that requiring periodic stack testing to derive site-specific
emission factors for CH4 and N,O is too costly and thus not justified. Stack testing for this
purpose is not likely to produce any meaningful improvement in the quality of the emissions
data. As EPA acknowledged in the Preamble to the proposed rule, the CH4 and N,O emissions
from stationary combustion sources are relatively low compared to the CO; emissions. The
proposed approach, i.e., using fuel-specific default emission factors to calculate CH4 and N,O
emissions, is in accordance with methods used in other programs and provides data of sufficient
accuracy. Moreover, EPA also should recognize that many sources may have CHy stack test
data available, because of requirements in their Title V or construction permits to measure VOC
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emissions. Where a facility has CH4 stack test data available, it makes sense to require such data
to be used.

Response: EPA acknowledges the concerns of the commenters. For the purpose of the rule,
which is data collection for policy development, we would prefer consistent use of default CHy4
and N, O emission factors. In this case, we provide the values we would like reporters to use in
Table C-2, and for verification purposes, would prefer consistent use of these factors. Additional
factors may be brought into future programs, but for this rulemaking, given the very small
comparative amounts of CH4 and N,O emitted compared to CO,, we have chosen to use the
defaults provided in Table C-2. The commenter should note that EPA has revised the final rule
to exclude CH4 and N,O emissions from fuels for which the rule does not provide emission
factors, and has deleted the provision allowing the owner or operator of a facility to develop site-
specific emission factors for such fuels. EPA believes that this change will reduce the reporting
burden on facilities.

Commenter Name: Doug MacTaggart

Commenter Affiliation: C-Lock Technology, Inc.

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0502.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 11

Comment: C-Lock advocates using CEMS data, coal analysis data, and plant heat rate, along
with other parameters, simultaneously and in near-real-time. If comparison of these data reveals
inconsistencies, the operator has the responsibility to identify the measurement problem and to
resolve the differences quickly. By relating CO, emissions to multiple plant processes and data
feeds, the performance of a unit can be closely monitored and small, incremental improvements
can be documented in multiple transparent, accurate, and verifiable ways, thus increasing market
credibility and value. [See DCN: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0502.1 for figure illustrating how
additional data feeds can be used to check for potential errors in plant process and monitoring
data] Coal Data Coal is a valuable commodity, and samples are taken and analyzed from nearly
100% of coal shipments. Analysis of SO, emission potential is reported in each weigh-bill, and
checked prior to unloading. ASTM standards [10-21] are used daily around the world to control
business transactions related to coal buying and selling. Standardization by adherence to
accepted ASTM procedures is the key to improved value and understanding between buyer and
seller. We advocate following ASTM procedures whenever possible. Fossil power plants are
required by United States law to report coal analysis and mass consumption to the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC). Under these requirements, every power plant must
report basic coal analysis and mass burned. FERC requires proximate analysis of extrinsic
properties which includes moisture, volatile matter, fixed carbon, ash (by difference), sulfur, and
BTU/Ib determination. In order to determine carbon dioxide from combustion, ultimate analysis
of intrinsic properties, for carbon, hydrogen, nitrogen, oxygen (by difference) is required. These
properties can be obtained from the same sample, but each requires additional laboratory
expense. C-Lock is also working in the European Union (EU) to quantify GHG emissions and
reductions under the EU Emissions Trading System (EU ETS). In the EU, CEMS data are not
typically used to quantify CO, emissions. The EU methodology utilizes coal quantity and
quality as a basis for CO, emission determinations. The relevant European directive instructs
that if CEMS data are used to determine emissions, it must be clearly demonstrated that results
provide a more accurate representation of annual emissions than using coal data and the
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measurements must still be verified with calculations based on fuel [See references 22-23 in
Appendix of DCN: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0502.1]. There is a justifiable need to compare
accuracy of CEMS and Carbon Mass Balance (CMB) calculations over time because they are
completely independent methods to estimate CO, emissions. By comparing the two, errors in
either method can be identified and problems can be solved immediately. We advocate stringent
quality assurance and quality control requirements as laid out by the EPA and ASTM for both
CEMS and CMB because the uncertainty of the calculated emission rates is directly related to
the quality of the data. Heat Rate Data The Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) stated in
March 2009 that, "the only cost-effective, near-term option for reducing net CO, emissions from
coal-fired power plants is to reduce the amount of coal used. Reducing plant heat rate is an
effective means of reducing coal consumption" [See reference 24 in Appendix of DCN: EPA-
HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0502.1]. Unit heat rate is presently widely measured and used to
determine the efficiency of a power plant as it depends on the unit design, fuel, and capacity
factor. With sufficient unit data, CO, emissions can be computed accurately using unit heat rate
measurements and statistical valid emissions factors for the coal being burned. The quality of
heat rate data used to calculate CO, emissions will have a significant impact of their accuracy.
Multiple techniques for measurement of unit heat rate are available, and studies have been
conducted by the Lehigh University Energy Research Center (ERC) to compare them. For
example, one study [See reference 25 in Appendix of DCN: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0502.1]
examines heat rates computed using the Input/Output, Output/Loss, Boiler/Turbine-Cycle
Efficiency (BTCE), and F-factor approaches. During this study, the ERC found that because the
accuracy of the F-factor method is directly dependent on the accuracy of flue gas flow rate
measurements and errors in CEMS flow rate ranged between 5 and 20 percent at many
installations, the F-factor approach is the least accurate. The study also found the Input/Output
method to be more accurate with typical unit measurement uncertainty in the 1.5 to 3 percent
range (it is important to note that in a coal-fired unit the error is largely a random error). The
Output/Loss and BTCE methods are significantly more accurate than the Input/Output Method,
with typical measurement uncertainties in the 0.75 to 1.5 percent range (the errors in measured
turbine cycle heat rate are typically systematic or bias errors). Both the Output/ Loss and BTCE
methods can be used fairly easily to obtain highly accurate results on heat rate differences. The
ERC study also found it is possible, with minimal effort, to implement two or more of the
methods at once, and the simultaneous use of several performance measurement methods greatly
increases confidence in the results. Process Variables Comparing independent process data, such
as comparing trends in coal feed rates and induced-draft fan flows with trends in CEMS
emissions, mass flow rate and intensity can indicate potential for error in a CEMS CO,
monitoring system. Unlike SO, and NOy emissions, with CO; emissions, there are typically
many process data points that should trend well with CEMS data that should be considered to
help validate emissions data. Process variables can also be used to accurately quantify
incremental reductions related to actions that result in 1 - 3% efficiency improvements. With the
larger uncertainty associated with total unit or facility emissions rates, 1 - 3% efficiency
improvements are simply "lost in the noise" of the larger emissions uncertainty. This is further
compounded when multiple units are connected to a single stack. The incentive to increase plant
efficiencies becomes minimal when the ability to link actions to incentives is lost by using only
total emissions rates. Efficiency improvements are often measurable using process specific data
related to the improvement. Using specific process data, determination of increased efficiency
related to a specific improvement can be made. Once the increase in efficiency is determined,
the incremental decrease in CO, emissions associated with the improvement can be determined.
This approach has been successfully used before in the carbon markets, and has been approved
under the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) of the Kyoto protocol [See references 26-27 in
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Appendix of DCN: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0502.1]. However, the entire process needs to
be documented in a straight-forward, transparent way. The approach for quantifying increased
efficiency of specific components (and associated emissions reductions) is not new and there are
many specific ASME standards defining the best accepted practice on how to determine

efficiencies of various components within a power plant [See reference 28-35 in Appendix of
DCN: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0502.1].

Response: EPA refers the commenter to the report DCN: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0696.2
submitted to the docket by Clean Air Engineering (CAE), which states the use of a mass balance
technique for determining CO, mass emissions can result in significant underestimation of
emissions (between 18 — 77 percent lower than CO, mass emissions determined using CEMS).
While a mass balance approach may be useful for providing a "ball park" check on the
reasonability of the data collected, EPA believes that there is ample evidence to show that
properly operated and maintained CEM systems provide the best available real-time data. EPA
has not seen any evidence that mass balance data are of high enough quality to be considered an
equivalent to CEMS data. Recent information presented at forums such as Air and Waste
Management Association (AWMA) conferences suggests that a 20 percent error in the
measurement of solid fuel consumption is not uncommon, without taking into account any
additional calibration drift that may occur in the belt scales and gravimetric feeders in-between
calibration checks.

Commenter Name: Edward N. Saccoccia

Commenter Affiliation: Praxair Inc.

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0977.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 5

Comment: EPA should not require the use of the Tier 4 method where alternative fuel
consumption data is available. Tier 1, 2, and 3 offer viable alternatives for many combustion
sources that will yield comparable, and in many cases, more accurate emission estimates. Allow
optional use of the Tier 4 method where, at the source's discretion. This may be a suitable
calculation method where a source uses multiple fuels and/or non-commercial fuels or where
existing CEMS systems include CO, measurement or can be modified at lower cost than
alternative fuel consumption and/or characterization devices/practices. In any case, let the
regulated source determine which method is most cost effective for their particular situation.

Response: See the Preamble, Section II. L., for the response on the general monitoring
approach.

EPA has considerably revised §98.33(b), describing which tier a reporter is to use. Tier 2 is now
available to units combusting only pipeline natural gas and/or distillate fuel oil, and most units
combusting only biogenic fuels may now use Tier 1. EPA has revised §98.33(b)(4)(ii) of the
final rule to clarify that all six criteria specified in subparagraphs (A) through (F) must be met
before Tier 4 is required. The Tier 4 CEMS requirement is limited to larger solid fossil fuel units
with an existing pollutant CEMS or volumetric flow rate monitor. EPA is requiring the use of
CEMS due to the complexity of monitoring solid fuel consumption and the heterogeneous nature
of the solid fuels.
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Commenter Name: Jeffrey L. Clark

Commenter Affiliation: Environmental Coordinator, Teck Alaska Incorporated
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0142

Comment Excerpt Number: 5

Comment: The definitions of Tier 1, 2, 3, and 4 are nebulous and will result in confusion over
which calculation methods should apply. Two of the Tiers regulate sources less than 250
mmBtus. Perhaps there should be a lower level cutoff exempting the use of the more complex
calculations and analysis of fuels for smaller facilities. Are all GHG sources rated in mmBtus?
If not, some of the EPA's calculation will not work. If one has a MSW incinerator with no co-
generated steam, the Tier 1 MSW GHG calculation will yield 0.

Response: EPA acknowledges the commenter's concerns, and has substantially revised
§98.33(b) in the final rule, relaxing tier and calculation method applicability. EPA believes that
the revised language makes it clear which tier calculation method(s) a reporter may use. The
revised rule also adds considerable flexibility, allowing more reporters to use the lower tiers.
EPA has allowed units that combust MSW but do not produce steam to calculate their emissions
using Tier 1 methods, which do not use the quantity of steam generated.

Commenter Name: Keith A. Nagel

Commenter Affiliation: ArcelorMittal USA and Severstal North America
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0496.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 10

Comment: Section 98.33(c)(4) requires owners/operators to develop site-specific CH4 and N,O
emissions factors based on source testing where default factors are not provided for particular
fuel types. Since the Proposed Rule does not contain default factors for either blast furnace gas
or coke oven gas, this provision would obligate steel plants to generate site-specific emissions
factors for these fuels based on testing. Such testing would be very difficult (if not impossible)
because many of our combustion sources simultaneously fire multiple fuels at constantly
changing levels or are flares which are impossible to test. While the burden of developing site-
specific factors is high, the CH4 and N,O emissions at issue are orders of magnitude less
significant than related CO, emissions at these sources. Since the vast majority of process gas
combustion at steel mills occurs at very high temperatures, very little N,O is created. With
respect to methane, "CHy4 emissions from stationary combustion are primarily a function of the
CHj4 content of the fuel and combustion efficiency." See Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas
Emissions and Sinks: 1990 — 2007 at p. 3 - 7. While comparatively more difficult to combust
(due to its lower Btu value), blast furnace gas contains almost no CHj4 to begin with. See The
Making, Shaping and Treating of Steel, 11th ed. (1999) at p. 347 (indicating that blast furnace
gas only contains "approximately 0.2% CH4"). Coke oven gas contains significantly more CH4
but is combusted very efficiently due to its much higher Btu content. Since both the presence of
CHj4 and inefficient combustion are necessary, neither coke oven gas combustion nor blast
furnace gas combustion emits meaningful amounts of methane. Given the significant challenges
associated with the development of site-specific factors in this context and the very small relative
amount of CH,4 and/or N,O emissions that results from the combustion of blast furnace gas and
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coke oven gas, we request that EPA delete the requirement to report CH4 and N,O emissions
from sources primarily combusting blast furnace gas and/or coke oven gas. Alternately, if EPA
declines to delete this requirement, we request that EPA defer such reporting pending the
development of industry-wide default factors. ArcelorMittal and Severstal stand ready to work
with EPA to develop such factors if the final rule is so amended.

Response: EPA acknowledges the concerns of the commenters. EPA has revised the rule so
that CH4 and N, O emission calculations are only required for those fuels listed in Table C-2 of
Subpart C. Default factors for coke oven and blast furnace gases have been added to Table C-2.

Commenter Name: John H. Skinner

Commenter Affiliation: Solid Waste Association of North America (SWANA)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0659.1

Comment Excerpt Number: 10

Comment: The Tier 3 methodology requires monthly direct measurements of fuel carbon
content, which would require extremely large samples in order to be representative for MSW and
is not technically feasible for WTE operations. As the rule is currently written WTE facilities
without monitors are only given the option of Tier 3 for 2010, but Tier 2 is more appropriate for
WTE facilities. We recommend that the Tier 2 method be used by all WTE operations.

Response: EPA has revised the rule so that those units that must upgrade their existing CEMS
to meet Tier 4 requirements may use either Tier 2 or 3 in 2010, if all the required monitors have
not been installed and certified by January 1, 2010.

Commenter Name: Michael DiMauro

Commenter Affiliation: Massachusetts Municipal Wholesale Electric Company (MMWEC)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0580

Comment Excerpt Number: 10

Comment: The Tiered Monitoring Scheme presented in the Proposed Rule (Section 98.33) is
overly complicated, does not represent a real progression in measurement accuracy, and contains
overly burdensome fuel sampling requirements for units with a heat input > 250 MMBtu/hr. a)
The Four Tier Approach — Shortcomings/Misconceptions i. O2 Monitoring using a Flow/CO,
Monitor CEMS vs. a Fuel Metering Monitoring System: In the Tiered Monitoring approach for
stationary sources presented in Section 98.33, the Part 75 Flow Monitor/CO, CEMS
measurement method is assigned the highest accuracy Tier (IV). However, as far as [ am aware,
no justification for this assumption is provided in the rule Preamble, and several factors suggest
that CO, emissions derived from Fuel Meter measurements are of comparable accuracy to those
determined from Part 75 Flow/CO, CEMS. In particular: 1. CEMS Flow Monitors are
essentially calibrated to match Reference Method flow measurements determined in accordance
with procedures detailed 40 CFR 60 Appendix A Method 1 and 2. These Reference Method
flow measurements are normally performed using standard Pitot tubes, which are subject to
inaccuracies if there are any cyclonics in the stack flow [Part 75 does provide an option to
perform flow testing using 3-D probes, which can eliminate much of this inaccuracy, however
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there is no requirement to use such 3-D Probes]. 2. The Part 75 RATA accuracy threshold for
flow monitors and for CO, monitors are each +/-10%, so that the resulting CO, emissions
measurement error using this flow/CO, CEMS method is potentially significantly higher than
10%. 3. Part 75 RATA flow testing is only performed at 2 or 3 loads, and ongoing QA for flow
monitors is limited. 4. In contrast, most oil and gas fuel meters used at EGU sites have
accuracies of better than 1% across the meter scale range, and if fuel meter measurements begin
to drift, such excursions will typically be noticed quickly as the overall operation of the
combustion unit will be adversely affected. 5. It might also be noted that under the original 40
CFR 75 rule, oil fired combustion units were not permitted to monitor CO, emissions using fuel
meters, however based on evidence provided to EPA showing that CO, emissions determined by
fuel metering closely tracked emissions determined using Flow/CO, monitors, along with other
supporting information, the 40 CFR 75 rule was revised to allow oil fired units to monitor CO,
using fuel meters. In general then, there is no reason to expect CO, determined from fuel
metering to be any less accurate than that determined from Flow/CO, CEMS. ii. CO,
Monitoring using a Flow/O2 Monitor CEMS: Inclusion of the Part 75 Flow/O2 Monitor CEMS
in the highest accuracy Tier (IV) is particularly inappropriate and inconsistent with the Tiered
accuracy concept, as this CEMS system relies on the very default CO, emission factors that are
the basis for relegating sources in the Tier II category to a lower accuracy status — see Formulas
F- 14a and F 14b in 40 CFR 75 Appendix F. iii. Fuel Usage from Company Records vs. Direct
Fuel Metering: when determining fuel usage on a long term (annual) basis, there is no reason to
expect data values derived from meter measurements to be inherently more accurate than values
extracted from company records, particularly if the company records are based on fuel delivery
billings or billing invoices provided by the supplier. For the same reasons that billing meters are
assumed accurate (see Part 75 Appendix D), fuel delivery data can be presumed equally accurate.
And over the course of a year, any inaccuracies introduced in the process of converting fuel
delivery data to fuel consumption values (e.g. accounting for changes in Oil Tank levels) should
be relatively small, and even these small sources of error can be largely eliminated in most cases
(i.e. by measuring Tank oil levels at the beginning and end of the year). Overall, then, there does
not appear to be any compelling evidence to support the notion that the four Tiers (I to IV)
established in the Proposed Rule represent a progressive trend toward increased accuracy.
Rather, at least for long term emissions tracking, they may simply represent four different
approaches that differ in methodology more than inherent quality. The idea of allowing different
monitoring approaches is strongly supported, however the idea of classifying them in a
progressive hierarchy does not seem justified.

Response: EPA does not agree with the commenter's assessment. Tier 4 is required only for the
combustion of solid fossil fuel and municipal solid waste, whereas Tier 3 requires the use of
calibrated fuel flow meters to quantify the consumption of liquid and gaseous fuels. The fuel
flow meters that the commenter believes will provide more accurate data than a CEMS, cannot
be used for solid fuels. So the basic premise of the commenter's argument does not apply in this
context. The only direct comparison that can be made between the accuracy of Tiers 3 and 4 is
for solid fossil fuel combustion. Tier 3 requires the use of "company records" to quantify solid
fossil fuel usage. As discussed in the preamble to the proposed rule, EPA has serious concerns
about the accuracy of coal belt scales and other equipment used to measure coal feed rates.
Therefore, the Agency maintains its position that the Tier 4 method is more accurate than Tier 3,
when the two Tiers are compared on an equivalent basis.
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Commenter Name: Keith A. Nagel

Commenter Affiliation: ArcelorMittal USA and Severstal North America
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0496.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 9

Comment: The other major impediment to application of Tier 1 and Tier 2 methods at many
steel plant combustion sources is the Proposed Rule's limitation of these methods to units "with a
maximum rated heat input capacity of 250 mmBtu/hr or less." See §§98.33(b)(1) and (3). That
threshold is arbitrary in that it has no direct link to GHG emissions. For example, a 249
mmBtu/hr boiler combusting coal would have a much more significant carbon footprint than a
300 mmBtu/hr boiler burning blast furnace gas and/or coke oven gas. Thus, as currently written,
this requirement would disproportionately impact sources that intentionally promote the reuse of
waste gases in lieu of additional fossil fuel consumption. To avoid that unintended impact, we
request that EPA either delete the 250 mmBtu/hr threshold requirement entirely for units
combusting process gases (which would strongly encourage energy conservation) or link the use
of Tier 1 and Tier 2 methodology to a specific CO,e threshold.

Response: EPA has significantly expanded the use of Tier 2 calculation methods for units that
combust natural gas and distillate oil, in view of the homogeneous nature and low variability in
the characteristics of these fuels. Furthermore, Tier 1 is available to units of all sizes combusting
biomass fuels from Table C-1. However, the Tier 3 methodology is still required for large 250
mmBtu/hr units that combust other fuels, including blast furnace gas and coke oven gas.

For gaseous fuels other than natural gas and biogas, due to variability, the daily sampling
requirement has been retained, but only for facilities with existing equipment in place that is
capable of providing the data. Otherwise, weekly sampling is required.

The 250 mmBtu/hr size determinations is used for considering large sources in other EPA
programs, and EPA believes that the use of tiers based on this determination is appropriate.

Commenter Name: Alexander D. Menotti

Commenter Affiliation: Kelley Drye & Warren et. al LLP on behalf of the Steel Manufacturers
Association (SMA) and Specialty Steel Industry of North America (SSINA)

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0656.1

Comment Excerpt Number: 9

Comment: SMA/SSINA support the use of default emission factors for estimating methane and
nitrous oxide emissions from combustion. Given that these emissions are insignificant at steel
mills, we agree that the additional costs and burdens of using CEMS or developing site-specific
emissions factors is not warranted.

Response: EPA appreciates the supportive feedback, and has maintained these specifications in
the final rule.
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Commenter Name: John H. Skinner

Commenter Affiliation: Solid Waste Association of North America (SWANA)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0659.1

Comment Excerpt Number: 8

Comment: SWANA believes the threshold applied to WTE facilities for Tier 4 reporting must
be consistent with the reporting threshold applied to other stationary fuel combustion sources.
Tier 2 calculations may be used for stationary combustion units where the maximum rated heat
input capacity is 250 mmBtu/hr or less; however, a different threshold of 250 tons / day is
applied to units that combust MSW. Based on a nominal heat content of 5,000 Btu / 1b, the 250
tons / day threshold is equivalent to 104 mmBtu/hr, less than half the standard applied to other
stationary combustion units. Conversely, a 250 mmBtu/hr threshold applied to nominal MSW
would translate into a mass rate threshold of approximately 600 tons / day. According to EPA's
most recent national GHG inventory (Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks:
1990-2007, April 2009) WTE facilities emit very small amounts of GHG relative to other
electricity producing sources. Of total CO,e emissions from the Combustion Source sector in
EPA's proposed reporting rule, waste-to-energy facilities account for only 0.55 percent. Unless a
facility is already equipped with both a stack gas volumetric flow rate monitor and a CO, CEM,
Tier 4 reporting should not be required. Instead facilities should be allowed to use the Tier 2
reporting method. Installation of these additional reporting methods will not extensively
improve the accuracy of the data reported, in a manner in which to justify the substantial
additional costs. SWANA requests consistency amongst all the stationary fuel combustion
sources and recommends that WTE be allowed to use the Tier 2 method to calculate their
emissions regardless of tons per day received.

Response: EPA appreciates your comment but has kept the 250 ton MSW/day size
determination. Both the 250 mmBtu/hr and 250 tons MSW/day are size determinations for
considering large sources in other EPA programs (40 CFR 60 Subpart Ea and Eb for Municipal
Solid Waste Combustors.). These size determinations were not considered to be directly
comparable, but rather to reflect consistency with other EPA programs. However, EPA believes
that it is appropriate to require the use of CEMS on the largest MSW combustion sources and
any smaller MSW combustion source which already has CO, concentration monitors and stack
gas volumetric flow rate monitors in place.

Commenter Name: Kyle Pitsor
Commenter Affiliation: National Electrical Manufacturers Association (NEMA) Magnet Wire

Section
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0622.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 8

Comment: The NEMA Magnet Wire EHS Committee is supportive of EPA's thinking as to

allowing calculation of aggregate CO, equivalents from oil-fired and/or gas-fired units
combusting the same fuel.
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Response: EPA appreciates this comment, and believes that the final rule includes further
clarification and flexibility regarding aggregation and common pipe provisions that will reduce
the burden on sources.

Commenter Name: Kyle Pitsor

Commenter Affiliation: National Electrical Manufacturers Association (NEMA) Magnet Wire
Section

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0622.1

Comment Excerpt Number: 7

Comment: The NEMA Magnet Wire EHS Committee requests greater clarification as to the
EPA's thinking about "reducing volume of waste by removing combustible matter" as it relates to
EPA's expectations for reporting CO, equivalents. Specific to the magnet wire industry as
related to stationary fuel combustion sources, magnet wire ovens generally serve two noteworthy
functions: production of useful heat and thermal treatment of solvent-laden gases. The NEMA
Magnet Wire EHS Committee believes that it would be reasonable to exclude CO; equivalents
resulting from combustion of solvent-laden gases as a function of controlling volatile organic
compound (VOC) air emissions, and thus limit calculations in such cases to CO, from
supplemental burner gas alone. This will focus the calculations, and the additional CO, from
combusting solvent-laden gases should be light relative to supplemental burner fuel. If,
however, EPA insists that CO, equivalents from combusting solvent-laden gases must be
included, then the reporting entity should be allowed to calculate CO, emissions based on
engineering calculations of estimated chemical stoichiometry of typical solvents destroyed.

Response: EPA acknowledges the concerns of the commenter and has revised §98.33 to deal
with certain unconventional combustion processes and types of fuel. In the Preamble, EPA has
explained that "devices such as thermal oxidizers and pollution control devices . . . would report
only the GHG emissions from the firing of supplemental fossil fuels." EPA believes that these
provisions satisfy the intent of Part 98, to collect accurate and consistent GHG emissions data
that can be used to inform future decisions.

Commenter Name: Kyle Pitsor

Commenter Affiliation: National Electrical Manufacturers Association (NEMA) Magnet Wire
Section

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0622.1

Comment Excerpt Number: 6

Comment: Carbon dioxide (CO;) equivalent emissions from industrial boilers and process
heaters combusting natural gas and/or common industrial fuels (i.e., #2 and #6 fuel oil) should be
calculated using existing standard emission factors and/or fundamentals of chemical
stoichiometry. Demanding analysis for carbon content is excessive when calculating emissions
from burning natural gas and common industrial fuels in industrial boilers and process heaters,
and there is certainly no cause for warranting continuous emissions monitoring systems (CEMS)
for this exercise when considering industrial boilers and process heaters burning common
industrial fuels.
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Response: EPA has revised the rule to allow the use of Tier 2 methods (with default carbon
contents per HHV) for calculating emissions from units of any size in which the only fossil fuels
combusted are pipeline quality natural gas and/or distillate fuel oil. Furthermore, the mandatory
fuel sampling and analysis requirements for Tiers 2 and 3 have been considerably revised. The
final rule requires that natural gas be sampled semiannually. For fuel oil and coal, a
representative sampling is required for each fuel lot, i.e., for each shipment or delivery.

The Tier 4 CEMS requirement is limited to larger solid fossil fuel units with an existing pollutant
CEMS or volumetric flow rate monitor. EPA is requiring the use of CEMS due to the
complexity of monitoring solid fuel consumption and the heterogeneous nature of the solid fuels.
Many of these fossil fuel-fired units with a pollutant CEMS have an existing diluent monitor (O,
or CO,) that can be used to determine CO, emissions.

Commenter Name: Traylor Champion

Commenter Affiliation: Georgia-Pacific, LLC (GP)

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0380.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 18

Comment: The proposed tiered approach for calculating emissions from stationary combustion
sources is complex and burdensome, and does not lead to better data. GP requests the use of Tier
1 for all emissions reporting. GP has experience in conducting GHG inventories according to
reputable protocols such as WRI/WBCSD and ISO 14064.1. We satisfactorily use the method of
activity data multiplied by default emission factors as used in these established protocols and
standards as well as The Climate Registry's (TCR) General Reporting Protocol, which is
analogous to EPA's proposed Tier 1 calculation methodology for general stationary combustion
sources. All these protocols and standards are accurate and sufficient. GP believes that CO,
continuous emissions monitoring systems (CEMS) should only be required for purposes of this
greenhouse gas reporting rule where the CO, CEMS and stack gas volumetric flow rate monitors
are already installed as required by an applicable Federal or State regulation or the unit's
operating permit, similar to the proposed requirement under the Western Climate Initiative's,
Final Draft Essential Requirements of Mandatory Reporting for the Western Climate Initiative.
For all other cases, regardless of the fuel combusted or the size of the combustion units at a
facility, emission calculations should be based on the use of activity data, default emission
factors, and default HHVs (as applicable). This method is essentially EPA's proposed Tier 1
calculation methodology, which should apply to all incoming fuels, both fossil and biogenic,
"across the fence" rather than at the unit level. Unit specific data provides no additional value in
terms of facility emissions, yet add a significant and unnecessary reporting burden.

Response: See the Preamble, Section II. L., on General Monitoring Requirements for the overall
rationale for methodologies required under this rule, and the response to comment EPA-HQ-
OAR-2008-0508-0909.1 excerpt 4 and EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0580 excerpt 10 for the
rationale for methodologies required under Subpart C.

The Tier 4 CEMS requirement is limited to larger solid fossil fuel and MSW units with an

existing pollutant CEMS or volumetric flow rate monitor. EPA is requiring the use of CEMS

due to the complexity of monitoring solid fuel consumption and the heterogeneous nature of the
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solid fuels. Many of these fossil fuel-fired units with a pollutant CEMS have an existing diluent
monitor (O, or CO5) that can be used to determine CO, emissions.

EPA has attempted to reduce the burden on reporters using the Tier 2 and Tier 3 methodologies.
The mandatory fuel sampling and analysis requirements for Tiers 2 and 3 have been considerably
revised. EPA agrees with the commenters that for a homogeneous fuel such as pipeline natural
gas, monthly sampling is not necessary. For other fuels such as oil and coal, which are delivered
in shipments or lots, requiring monthly sampling may be impractical; new fuel lots or deliveries
may not be received on a monthly basis. Therefore, §98.34 has been revised to require that
natural gas be sampled semiannually. For fuel oil and coal, a representative sampling is required
for each fuel lot, i.e., for each shipment or delivery. For other liquid fuels and biogas, quarterly
sampling is required. For other solid fuels, excluding municipal solid waste, weekly composite
sampling with monthly analysis is required. For other gaseous fuels, the daily sampling
requirement has been retained, but only for facilities with existing equipment in place that is
capable of providing the data. Otherwise, weekly sampling is required. The final rule clarifies
that fuel sampling and analysis data provided by the supplier may be used in the emission
calculations, and that fuel billing meters may be used to quantify fuel consumption. To simplify
the emission calculations in Tiers 2 and 3, averaging of HHV and carbon content data is
permitted if these data are obtained at least at the minimum frequency specified in §98.34, but
less frequently than monthly (see §98.33(a)(2)(i1)). If sampling is more frequent, the reporter
must calculate a weighted average according to Equation C-2b. However, regardless of the
sampling frequency, the owner or operator must use the results of all available valid fuel
analyses in the emissions calculations.

EPA does not agree with the commenter's assertion that the amount of unit-level data and
verification information to be reported is excessive, burdensome, or unnecessary. For this
mandatory GHG emissions reporting rule, two main approaches to data verification were
considered, i.e., EPA verification and third-party verification. EPA decided on the former
approach. In view of this, additional, unit-level information is deemed necessary to provide
assurance that the reported facility-wide GHG emissions data are both credible and accurate.
However, EPA has dropped the cumulative 250 mmBtu/hr heat input capacity limit on the
aggregation of units. Rather, the 250 mmBtu/hr restriction applies only to the individual units in
the group. Therefore, for reporting purposes, individual units with maximum rated heat input
capacities of 250 mmBtu/hr or less may be aggregated without limit into a single group, provided
that the Tier 4 methodology is not required for any of the units, and all units in the group use the
same tier for any common fuel(s) that they combust. Units with maximum rated heat inputs
greater than 250 mmBtu/hr using Tiers 1, 2, and 3 must report as individual units, unless they
burn the same type of fuel, and the fuel is provided by a common pipe or supply line; in that
case, the owner or operator may opt to use the common pipe reporting provisions in
§98.36(c)(3). Units using Tier 4 must report as individual units unless they share a monitored
common stack or duct; in that case, the common stack or duct reporting provisions may be used.
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Commenter Name: Duplicate of 0481.2

Commenter Affiliation: Duplicate of 0481.2

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0506.2
Comment Excerpt Number: 5

Comment: In the Preamble, EPA states that flares, not explicitly identified in another subpart,
are to be reported under Subpart C. For most of the chemical industry that use flares, the carbon
content of the waste gases will not be listed in either Table C-1 or C-2. Therefore, reporting of
flare greenhouse gas emissions would be done under Tier III of Subpart C, under which flares
would be treated the same as boilers or process heaters rather than as a unique source category.
The Tier III procedure is not consistent with the flare estimation procedures described in Subpart
Y for refinery flares, nor is it representative as drafted for these sources as explained below.
INVISTA recommends that the emission reporting for flares that are subject to Subpart C follow
a procedure that, to the extent applicable, follows the refinery flare methodology. When
adopting the refinery flare methodology, it is important to note that there are two major
differences between flares at chemical plants and those at refineries. First, for the non-refinery
industry, the higher heating value (HHV) of the fuel is not an accurate indicator of the carbon
content of the waste gas stream due to the high hydrogen content. Specifically, if a waste gas
stream has hydrogen as a constituent at significant levels, the heating value of the waste gas
stream will be high, but, the greenhouse gas emission rate will not increase. Facilities that have
hydrogen content in their waste gas streams cannot accurately use any of the existing formulas in
the proposed rule that are based on HHV. Second, the waste gas streams for chemical plants,
among other facility types, have the potential to contain many complex hydrocarbons. Given the
complexity of the waste gas streams, continuous monitoring of the carbon content may be widely
variable and technically challenging, if not infeasible. A gas chromatograph-based (GC) monitor
would have to be programmed to detect many potential components, lengthening the analysis
time and leading to smaller concentrations, thus decreasing accuracy of the monitoring results.
Given these monitor performance expectations, the GC will require more frequent maintenance
and consequent loss of monitor uptime. These factors indicate that a continuous monitoring of
carbon content is not a practical requirement for these waste gas streams. Finally, it is
anticipated that the flare contributions to a facility's overall greenhouse gas emissions will be
insignificant. Therefore, annual sampling of the waste gas streams is recommended and would
be sufficiently representative of carbon content, based upon the existing refinery flare calculation
procedures in Subpart Y, with modifications to address the differences between refinery and non-
refinery flares, discussed above. To address the concerns discussed above and to modify the
calculation procedures in Subpart Y, INVISTA recommends that EPA insert a new subparagraph
(c) in section 98.33, between existing subparagraphs (b) and (c); existing subparagraph (c) and
following subparagraphs would be changed accordingly. This inserted paragraph would specify
the greenhouse gas emission calculations for non-refinery flares based on the refinery flare
calculation procedure found in section 98.253(b). The recommended text would read as follows:
(c) For flares, calculate GHG emissions according to the requirements in paragraphs (b)(1) and
(2) of this section for combustion systems fired with process waste gases. (1) Calculate the CO,
emissions according to the applicable requirements in paragraphs (c)(1)(1) through (iii) of this
section. (i) Flow measurement. If you have a continuous flow monitor on the flare, you must
use the measured flow rates when the monitor is operational, to calculate the flare gas flow. If
you do not have a continuous waste gas flow monitor on the flare, or the flow monitor is down
during a waste gas combustion period, you must use engineering calculations, company records,
or similar estimates of volumetric flare gas flow. (ii) Carbon content. Complete annual carbon
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analysis of the combined waste gas stream being routed to the flare. Calculate the CO,
emissions from the flare using Equation C-x. (iii) Startup, shutdown, malfunction. If you do not
measure the higher heating value or carbon content of the flare gas at least daily, determine the
quantity of gas discharged to the flare separately for periods of routine flare operation and for
periods of start-up, shutdown, or malfunction, and calculate the CO, emissions as specified in
paragraphs (c)(1)(ii1)(A) and (B) of this section. (A) For periods of start-up, shutdown, or
malfunction, use engineering calculations and process knowledge to estimate the carbon content
of the flared gas for each start-up, shutdown, or malfunction event. (B) Calculate the CO,
emissions using Equation C-x of this section. [See submittal DCN: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-508-
0506.2 for the equation and variables.]

Response: EPA has exempted flares from GHG emissions reporting under Subpart C, except
where reporting flare emissions is required under another subpart of the rule.

Commenter Name: W. Walter Tyler

Commenter Affiliation: INVISTA S.ar.l. (INVISTA)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0481.2
Comment Excerpt Number: 5

Comment: Clarify emission calculation for Waste Gases to Flares at non-Refinery facilities. In
the Preamble, EPA states that flares, not explicitly identified in another subpart, are to be
reported under Subpart C. For most of the chemical industry that use flares, the carbon content
of the waste gases will not be listed in either Table C-1 or C-2. Therefore, reporting of flare
greenhouse gas emissions would be done under Tier III of Subpart C, under which flares would
be treated the same as boilers or process heaters rather than as a unique source category. The
Tier III procedure is not consistent with the flare estimation procedures described in Subpart Y
for refinery flares, nor is it representative as drafted for these sources as explained below.
INVISTA recommends that the emission reporting for flares that are subject to Subpart C follow
a procedure that, to the extent applicable, follows the refinery flare methodology. When
adopting the refinery flare methodologys, it is important to note that there are two major
differences between flares at chemical plants and those at refineries. First, for the non-refinery
industry, the higher heating value (HHV) of the fuel is not an accurate indicator of the carbon
content of the waste gas stream due to the high hydrogen content. Specifically, if a waste gas
stream has hydrogen as a constituent at significant levels, the heating value of the waste gas
stream will be high, but, the greenhouse gas emission rate will not increase. Facilities that have
hydrogen content in their waste gas streams cannot accurately use any of the existing formulas in
the proposed rule that are based on HHV. Second, the waste gas streams for chemical plants,
among other facility types, have the potential to contain many complex hydrocarbons. Given the
complexity of the waste gas streams, continuous monitoring of the carbon content may be widely
variable and technically challenging, if not infeasible. A gas chromatograph-based (GC) monitor
would have to be programmed to detect many potential components, lengthening the analysis
time and leading to smaller concentrations, thus decreasing accuracy of the monitoring results.
Given these monitor performance expectations, the GC will require more frequent maintenance
and consequent loss of monitor uptime. These factors indicate that a continuous monitoring of
carbon content is not a practical requirement for these waste gas streams. Finally, it is
anticipated that the flare contributions to a facility's overall greenhouse gas emissions will be
insignificant. Therefore, annual sampling of the waste gas streams is recommended and would
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be sufficiently representative of carbon content, based upon the existing refinery flare calculation
procedures in Subpart Y, with modifications to address the differences between refinery and non-
refinery flares, discussed above. To address the concerns discussed above and to modify the
calculation procedures in Subpart Y, INVISTA recommends that EPA insert a new subparagraph
(c) in section 98.33, between existing subparagraphs (b) and (¢); existing subparagraph (c) and
following subparagraphs would be changed accordingly. This inserted paragraph would specify
the greenhouse gas emission calculations for non-refinery flares based on the refinery flare
calculation procedure found in section 98.253(b). The recommended text would read as follows:
(c) For flares, calculate GHG emissions according to the requirements in paragraphs (b)(1) and
(2) of this section for combustion systems fired with process waste gases. (1) Calculate the CO,
emissions according to the applicable requirements in paragraphs (c)(1)(1) through (iii) of this
section. (i) Flow measurement. If you have a continuous flow monitor on the flare, you must
use the measured flow rates when the monitor is operational, to calculate the flare gas flow. If
you do not have a continuous waste gas flow monitor on the flare, or the flow monitor is down
during a waste gas combustion period, you must use engineering calculations, company records,
or similar estimates of volumetric flare gas flow. (ii) Carbon content. Complete annual carbon
analysis of the combined waste gas stream being routed to the flare. Calculate the CO,
emissions from the flare using Equation C-x. (iii) Startup, shutdown, malfunction. If you do not
measure the higher heating value or carbon content of the flare gas at least daily, determine the
quantity of gas discharged to the flare separately for periods of routine flare operation and for
periods of start-up, shutdown, or malfunction, and calculate the CO, emissions as specified in
paragraphs (c)(1)(ii1)(A) and (B) of this section. (A) For periods of start-up, shutdown, or
malfunction, use engineering calculations and process knowledge to estimate the carbon content
of the flared gas for each start-up, shutdown, or malfunction event. (B) Calculate the CO,
emissions using Equation C-x of this section [See DCN: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0481.2 for
equation calculating CO; emissions from flare gas].

Response: EPA has exempted flares from GHG emissions reporting under Subpart C, except
where reporting flare emissions is required under another subpart of the rule.

Commenter Name: Duplicate of 0481.2

Commenter Affiliation: Duplicate of 0481.2

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0506.2
Comment Excerpt Number: 2

Comment: Like many other companies, INVISTA has taken steps to determine estimates of
total GHG emissions through established industry standards and protocols that utilize fuel
consumption data and recognized emission factors. For example, the Climate Registry (TCR),
the WRI/WBCSD and ISO 14064.1 standards and protocols utilize well-recognized and well-
established default emission factors for estimating GHG emissions that are comparable to the
proposed methodology in Tier 1 of the Proposed Rule. This data has shown to be a reliable
indicator, not only for tracking inventory and product manufacturing costs, but also in some
instances for emissions estimates needed under other environmental regulatory programs, such as
the Clean Air Act's Title V program. The Proposed Rule, however, specifies a 4-Tier reporting
structure that is much more complex than other GHG reporting systems. The requirements in the
Proposed Rule — including enhanced direct emissions monitoring, total carbon content analysis,
and fuel-flow meters — demand significant additional investments at manufacturing sites with
little gain in accuracy of emissions estimates over that which can be obtained by using current,
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accepted industry practice. In addition, the Tier 3 and 4 categories require an unspecified level
of precision and accuracy to estimate and report GHG emissions based upon devices,
measurements, or data that either do not exist currently at many facilities or have not been used
historically for reporting or compliance purposes. For example, many facilities subject to this
rule back-calculate fuel usage based on accepted industry standards and techniques such as
inventory reconciliation, steam flow, or process knowledge which have been used for other
reporting and accounting purposes. If EPA determines that this proposed Tiered approach is the
preferred vehicle for reporting, then INVISTA recommends that EPA clarify that current
industry standards and practice, such as inventory reconciliation, are within the meaning and
intent of "company records" upon which many of the emission calculations in the Proposed Rule
are based. However, simplifying the current scheme and basing it on recognized reporting
methodologies, such as default emission factors, will alleviate much of the uncertainty in the
Rule while sacrificing little if any of the accuracy EPA hopes to achieve in this reporting
scheme. For these reasons, INVISTA recommends that Tier I methodology be adopted for all
source categories.

Response: See the Preamble, Section II. L., on General Monitoring Requirements for the overall
rationale for methodologies required under this rule, and the response to comment EPA-HQ-
OAR-2008-0508-0909.1 excerpt 4 and EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0580 excerpt 10 for the
rationale for methodologies required under Subpart C.

EPA has significantly expanded the use of Tier 1 and Tier 2 Calculation Methodologies. The
250 mmBtu/hr restriction on the use of Tier 2 has been lifted for units in which the only fossil
fuels combusted are natural gas and/or distillate oil, in view of the homogeneous nature of these
fuels. Most units combusting the biogenic fuels in Table C-1 may use Tier 1. However, the 250
mmBtu/hr unit size cutoff remains for units that combust other fuels. EPA has considerably
revised the Tier 2 and Tier 3 fuel sampling requirements in an effort to reduce the burden on
reporters. Furthermore, the final rule clarifies that fuel sampling and analysis data provided by
the supplier may be used in the emission calculations, and that fuel billing meters may be used to
quantify fuel consumption.

EPA has defined the term "company records" in §98.6 of the final rule. EPA believes that the
revised definition provides appropriate guidance as to what records a facility may use to
determine fuel consumption.

Commenter Name: Edward N. Saccoccia

Commenter Affiliation: Praxair Inc.

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0977.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 2

Comment: The proposed rule defines the applicability of the alternate calculation method
"tiers" based on combustion unit size and availability of data, with a general trend to require
more rigorous calculation methods (e.g. increasing from Tier 1 to Tiers 2, 3, and 4) for higher
operating capacity units and facilities that currently employ certain process or emission
measurements. Higher tiers often require a more costly, laborious measurement/calculation
method that does not improve the accuracy or completeness of the emission estimate. In many
instances, less rigorous calculation methods (e.g. "lower" Tiers) will yield comparable (or better)
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accuracy emission estimates, with higher reliability and at lower cost. There is an implied
assumption that directly measured emissions will yield a better emission estimate. This
presumption is not true, as evidenced by an acceptable level of (in)accuracy tolerance under
CEMS certification/calibration procedures (> 5 - 7%) versus levels of fuel consumption metering
employed for invoice billing (typically < 2%). EPA has previously recognized the concept of
approving alternative monitoring approaches under the New Source Performance Standards
(NSPS), 40 CFR Part 60, and the MACT regulations found at 40 CFR Part 63. This program has
shown to be highly successful in providing an adequate balance between regulatory flexibility
for the operating facilities and the need for rigorous process monitoring for compliance
demonstration purposes. However, EPA has not included this allowance in the current proposed
rule. EPA should allow more flexibility as it relates to the applicability to the alternate
combustion emission calculation methods. In particular: 1. Allow use of the Tier 1 method for
units of any size (currently restricted to units < 250 mmBTU/hr or less), particularly for standard
fuels of commerce such as natural gas, LP gas and fuel oils, where billing-quality consumption
data is accurate and readily available and the default HHV and CO; emission factors are well
known constants (as noted in the Preamble for the proposed rule — natural gas carbon content is
always within 1% of the default ratio). 2. Do not require the use of the Tier 4 method where
alternative fuel consumption data is available. Allow optional use of the Tier 4 method where, at
the source's discretion. This may be a suitable calculation method where a source uses multiple
fuels and/or non-commercial fuels or where existing CEMS systems include CO, measurement
or can be modified at lower cost than alternative fuel consumption and/or characterization
devices/practices. In any case, let the regulated source determine which method is most cost
effective for their particular situation. This option is available in California's GHG mandatory
reporting program. 3. EPA should incorporate into the final rule a mechanism for authorizing
alternative monitoring plan requests submitted on a facility by facility basis consistent with its
current program under NSPS and MACT.

Response: See the Preamble, Section II. L., for the response on the general monitoring
approach.

EPA did not choose to adopt a simplified calculation method approach (e.g., using default
emission factors) for all units because the data would be less accurate than under the selected
option and would not make use of site-specific data that many facilities already have available
and refined calculation approaches that many facilities are already using. Methodologies that
reflect the variability of fuels across units and facilities through sampling and measurement are
more accurate than methodologies that do not account for this variability. The gains from
measurement vary by fuel type (i.e., heterogeneity of carbon content and heat rate is lower in
some fuels) and the final rule accounts for this difference by varying the requirements for units,
with due consideration of burden and cost.

EPA has significantly expanded the use of Tier 1 and Tier 2 Calculation Methodologies. The
250 mmBtu/hr restriction on the use of Tier 2 has been lifted for units that combust only natural
gas and/or distillate oil, in view of the homogeneous nature of these fuels. Units of any size
combusting only biomass fuels listed in Table C-1 may use Tier 1 methods. However, the 250
mmBtu/hr unit size cutoff remains for units that combust other fuels.

The Tier 4 CEMS requirement is limited to larger solid fossil fuel units with an existing pollutant

CEMS or volumetric flow rate monitor. EPA is requiring the use of CEMS due to the

complexity of monitoring solid fuel consumption and the heterogeneous nature of the solid fuels.
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Many of these fossil fuel-fired units with a pollutant CEMS have an existing diluent monitor (O,
or CO,) that can be used to determine CO; emissions.

Commenter Name: Ted Michaels

Commenter Affiliation: Energy Recovery Council (ERC)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0544.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 1

Comment: All Municipal Waste Combustors Should be Allowed to use the Tier 2 Calculation
Methodology for Reporting GHG Emissions under the Mandatory Reporting Rule (MRR) The
MRR proposes to require all municipal waste combustors (MWC) with a maximum rated input
capacity of greater than 250 tons per day of MSW to use the Tier 4 calculation methodology.
This requirement is problematic as it does not reflect current regulatory requirements or best
management practices for MWCs. In addition, it will be very costly and while failing to result in
commensurate enhancements in reporting accuracy. Further, the GHG emission calculation
methodology imposed on MWCs is out of proportion to the sector's relative GHG emissions
when compared to other electricity generators. As we note below, other GHG reporting
programs allow MWCs to use the Tier 2 calculation methodology. In fact, EPA proposes in the
MRR to allow fossil fuel-fired, stationary combustion sources with far greater GHG emissions
than MWCs to use the Tier 2 calculation methodology. We urge the Agency to reconsider
requiring MWC:s to use the Tier 4 methodology and recommend that MWCs use a modified Tier
2 methodology analogous to the Title V program methods used for annual reporting of criteria
pollutants and hazardous air pollutants (HAP). MWCs, Also Known as Waste To Energy (WTE)
Facilities are Very Small Emitters of GHG EPA's most recent national GHG inventory
(Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990-2007, April 2009) reports WTE
facilities emit very small amounts of GHG relative to other electricity producing sources.
Municipal waste combustors account for only 0.34 percent of total CO, equivalent emissions
from all Energy Related Activities (20.8 Tg CO,e from a total of 6170.3 Tg CO,e from the
entire source category) and only 0.55 percent of total CO,e emissions from the Combustion
Source sector in EPA's proposed reporting rule. Based on WTE's relatively small contribution to
GHG emissions in their sector, ERC suggests that more flexible and cost effective GHG
reporting requirements are appropriate and would result in data of sufficient accuracy and
reliability to meet EPA's needs. The Western Climate Initiative Mandatory Reporting
Requirements and the U.S. Department of Energy's 1605 (b) Voluntary Reporting Program
Employ Tier 2 Calculation Methods The Tier 4 calculation methodology proposed in the
mandatory reporting rule is very similar to the initial method proposed in the January 2009 draft
Western Climate Initiative (WCI) Mandatory Reporting Requirements. Subsequently in May
2009, after extensive public comments, the WCI concluded that requiring the installation of
CEM components for CO, and stack gas flow measurement at facilities, which had not
previously installed them, was extremely onerous and expensive and would not improve overall
reporting accuracy. Accordingly, the WCI adopted a methodology for the General Stationary
Combustion category that eliminated the use of 40 CFR Part 75 type CEMS unless a unit was
already equipped with both a stack gas volumetric flow rate monitor and a CO, CEM. WCI also
eliminated the use of Part 75 CEMS for municipal solid waste combustion units and established
the use of Tier 2 calculation methodologies. The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) 1605(b)
Voluntary Reporting program offers similar flexibility in its "A-Rated Measurement and
Estimation Method" for stationary combustion sources. The DOE approach includes: 1. Use of
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continuous direct measurement of CO, at facilities that have already installed CEMs for CO»; 2.
Use of emission factors based on multiple, regularly repeated, on-site direct measurement of
source emissions; and 3. Use of measured source activity data (e.g., amount of MSW processed,
steam production) ERC recommends that EPA incorporate similar requirements for municipal
waste combustors in the final MMR. As WCI concluded, accurate annual GHG emissions result
when using the Tier 2 calculation methodology, including use of actual steam generation or
waste throughput data, CO, emission factors, heat input to steam output or stack flow rate to
steam output ratios, and fuel HHV. The Proposed 250 Tons Per Day (tpd) Threshold for
Applying the Tier 4 Methodology to MWCs is Inappropriate and Inequitable EPA is proposing
to require MWC units with a maximum rated capacity of greater than 250 tons per day of MSW
to use the Tier 4 methodology, while other stationary combustion units of 250 MMBtu/hr may
use Tier 2. ERC recommends that the EPA allow large and small capacity MWCs to use the Tier
2 calculation methodologies, particularly as MWCs have significantly lower GHG emissions
than the 250 MMBtu/hr combustion sources as shown in Table 1. [See submittal for data table
provided by commenter.] It is readily apparent that a 250 ton per day MWC emits only 18
percent of the CO; emitted by a 250 MMBtu/hr oil-fired unit or only 25 percent of the CO,
emitted by a gas-fired combustion unit. Even a larger, 750 ton per day municipal waste
combustor emits only 54 percent as much as a 250 MMBtu/hr oil-fired combustion unit and 75
percent as much CO; as a 250 MMBtu/hr gas-fired combustion unit. Consequently, a large
MWC unit's cost to implement the Tier 4 methodology is disproportionate with respect to their
relative GHG emissions. In addition, unlike typical 250 MMBtu combustion units, MWCs are
subject to extensive source testing, and requirements to install Part 60 CEMS equipment that
provides accurate and reliable GHG reporting. We question the need to impose costly,
alternative monitoring equipment on these relatively small sources, particularly when far larger
sources may utilize the far less expensive Tier 2 methods.

Response: EPA believes that it is appropriate to require the use of CEMS on the largest MSW
combustion sources, provided that all of the criteria in §98.33(b)(4)(ii) or (iii) are met. EPA has
kept the 250 ton MSW/day size determination. Both the 250 mmBtu/hr and 250 tons MSW/day
are size determinations for considering large sources in other EPA programs (General Stationary
Combustion Technical Support Document, EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0004). These size
determinations were not considered to be directly comparable, but rather to reflect consistency
with other EPA programs, particularly where the challenge of monitoring is substantially
different, as it is for MSW versus more homogenous fossil fuels.

EPA believes that it is appropriate for MSW combustion units to use ASTM D6866-06a and
D7459-08 on a quarterly basis to determine the relative proportions of biogenic and non-biogenic
CO; emissions from the MSW combusted. Where Tier 2 is used, EPA has provided for MSW
combustion units to determine total CO, emissions from the amount of steam produced, boiler
design, and a default CO; emission factor. EPA believes that this is more appropriate than
determining site-specific factors during annual testing. Where Tier 4 is used, CO, emissions are
determined using a CO; concentration monitor and a stack gas volumetric flow rate monitor.
EPA does not believe that it is appropriate to estimate stack flow based on steam production in
Tier 4. Biogenic emissions for the MSW combustion unit are then calculated by multiplying the
total CO, emissions for the year, determined using Tier 2 or 4, by the fraction of biogenic
emissions, determined using the ASTM methods.
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Commenter Name: Lawrence W. Kavanagh

Commenter Affiliation: American Iron and Steel Institute (AISI)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0695.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 7

Comment: Tier 2 relies on monthly measured heat values and default emission factors (from
Tables C-1 or C-2), and the quantity of fuel combusted based on company records. Tier 3
requires the use of monthly measurements for fuel carbon content, molecular weight, and fuel
quantities. However, we believe that both of these requirements are unnecessary and believe that
Tier 1 (based on annual emissions and default emission factors) is an acceptable calculation
methodology for the following reasons. Requirements for efficient and productive operation of
coke ovens and rigid specifications for coke quality dictate a very stable operation — from the
blending of coal charged into the oven to heating practices. This means that the chemistry and
heating value of coke oven gas and the resulting products of combustion will be fairly consistent
over time. Accordingly, if reporting of coke oven combustion stack CO, emissions is retained in
the final rule, we respectfully request that Tier 1 methodology apply. Total annual CO,
emissions can be determined with sufficient certainty and accuracy by averaging routine coke
oven gas carbon analyses or documented default values and known coke oven gas consumption
rates. However, since the frequency and type of sampling and analysis of coke oven gas
employed by coke producers varies substantially from company to company, we urge EPA not to
specify the sampling frequency in the rule. We believe the incentive for companies to sample
and analyze the gas for operational purposes is sufficient for establishing a basis for GHG
reporting.

Response: EPA has retained the requirement to use the Tier 3 methodology for large 250
mmBtu/hr units that combust gaseous fuels other than natural gas and biogas. Methodologies
that reflect the variability of fuels across units and facilities through sampling and measurement
are more accurate than methodologies that do not account for this variability. The gains from
measurement vary by fuel type (i.e., heterogeneity of carbon content and heat rate is lower in
some fuels) and the final rule accounts for this difference by varying the requirements for units,
with due consideration of burden and cost. Process gas potentially has more variability over
time, compared to a consistent commercial fuel like natural gas or distillate fuel oil, indicating
that Tier 1 would be less accurate than higher tiers. A higher tier for process gases over
commercially marketed fuels is consistent with the EU ETS, and CARB program.

The daily sampling requirement has been retained, but only for facilities with existing equipment
in place that is capable of providing the data. Otherwise, weekly sampling is required.

Commenter Name: Lawrence W. Kavanagh

Commenter Affiliation: American Iron and Steel Institute (AISI)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0695.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 5

Comment: Ifitis EPA's intent to require duplicative reporting of emissions from coke oven

combustion stacks, we urge other considerations. Coke ovens are unique and unlike traditional

combustion sources such as boilers, incinerators or process heaters. Heat is transferred to the
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coking chamber of individual ovens indirectly through refractory walls from a combustion
chamber or flue. Each oven has multiple burners firing coke oven gas or a blend of coke oven
gas and blast furnace gas, and a coke battery contains multiple ovens. Combustion products are
collected in a gas main and discharged through a stack serving the entire battery. Since the total
heat input at a typical coke battery exceeds 250 MMBTUH for all ovens combined, Subpart C
would require the use of Tier 2 or Tier 3 calculation methodology.

Response: EPA intends that the stationary combustion source category include any device that
meets the definition included in §98.30 for which emissions are not accounted for in the report
through a separate subpart of the rule. Per the requirements in 40 CFR Part 98, Subpart A,
facilities have to report GHG emissions from all source categories located at their facility,
including stationary combustion and process emissions. EPA does not intend that emissions be
double reported, and has revised the various subparts of the final rule to clarify the intent of the
stationary combustion source category. EPA understands that if process and combustion
emissions are not easily or logically separated, that combustion emissions may be reported in
combination with process emissions, as in the case of coke ovens and in the use of blast gas.

EPA has also removed the cumulative 250 mmBtu/hr restriction on unit aggregation, and has
clarified the common pipe reporting option for use where a metered pipe serves the same fuel to
multiple units.

Commenter Name: Dale Backlund, Regulatory Affairs Leader, The DOW Chemical Company
and Victoria Evans, National Practice Leader for Greenhouse Gases, URS Corporation
Commenter Affiliation: None

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-1338

Comment Excerpt Number: 5

Comment: The tier system would function more efficiently if EPA were to set emissions
thresholds over which individual source emissions were required to be reported under data Tier 3
or Tier 4; below those thresholds, data Tiers 3 or 4 would be optional.

Response: EPA has retained capacity based thresholds as they apply to the use of tiers, but has
revised the final rule to allow aggregated reporting for any number of units, each of which has a
maximum rated heat input capacity of 250 mmBtu/hr or less. EPA has also increased the
flexibility of the tier system, allowing more reporters to use the lower tiers. Tier 4 is not required
unless all of the criteria in §98.33(b)(4)(ii) or (iii) are met, and Tier 3 is required only for units
with a maximum rated heat input capacity greater than 250 mmBtu/hr meeting the other
specified criteria.
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Commenter Name: Geoffrey Cullen

Commenter Affiliation: Can Manufacturers Institute (CMI)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0703.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 5

Comment: For facilities that will be covered by the reporting requirements, CMI supports
allowing the use of utility bills to calculate the amount of natural gas combusted.

Response: EPA appreciates your comments and has changed the final rule to allow natural gas-
fired units of any size to use Tier 2 calculations, in which company records are used to determine
fuel use. A definition of "company records," as it pertains to quantifying fuel consumption, has
been added to §98.6. It specifies that fuel billing meters may be used to quantify fuel
consumption. Furthermore, the final rule specifies that fuel billing meters may be used to
quantify the use of liquid and gaseous fuels in Tier 3.

Commenter Name: Jay M. Dietrich

Commenter Affiliation: IBM

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0978.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 5

Comment: IBM is supportive of the proposed measurement and calculation methods for
determining the CO; emissions from fuel use. The combustion unit size distinctions are
appropriate for IBM operations and the proposed CO, emissions calculation methods are
reasonable. For fossil liquid fuel, IBM would recommend a variation on the Tier 1 methodology.
IBM uses fossil liquid fuel as a back-up fuel to its natural gas supply. Depending on the weather,
supply availability and contract requirements, facilities burn varying quantities of fuel during a
heating season. Higher heating values (HHVs) are provided by the supplier with each shipment
of fuel, and the estimated HHV for the storage tank is calculated on a periodic basis using this
data. The proposed recommendation would be to establish a Tier la methodology by which a
company could update the HHV value of its storage tank on a monthly basis based on the fuel
shipment volumes, the supplier's HHV for the shipment, and the current, calculated HHV value
of the tank. Contact Jay Dietrich at idietric@us.ibm.com for additional information on this
proposal.

Response: EPA has modified the sampling requirements for oil or other fuels received in lots.
Rather than a monthly sample, a representative sample for each shipment or delivery is now
required, and the final rule clarifies that fuel sampling and analysis data provided by the supplier
may be used in the emission calculations.
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Commenter Name: Chris Greissing

Commenter Affiliation: Industrial Minerals Association - North America (IMA-NA)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0705.1

Comment Excerpt Number: 5

Comment: The manner in which the proposed rule is currently drafted, it is unclear whether all
of the described conditions must be applicable before the Tier 4 Calculation is mandatory, or if
just a single condition is all that is necessary. This language should be clarified. We would also
request that all of the described conditions must be applicable before Tier 4 Calculation is
mandatory. If only one condition is necessary, this would result in potentially huge costs to the
industry, as continuous emissions monitoring systems are extremely expensive to install. IMA-
NA proposes the following language be inserted at §98.33 (b)(5)(ii) of the proposed rule: "Shall
be used for a unit if all of the conditions below are met:"

Response: EPA acknowledges the commenters' concerns regarding Tier 4 applicability. EPA
has revised §98.33(b)(4)(i1) of the final rule to clarify that all six criteria specified in
subparagraphs (A) through (F) must be met before Tier 4 is required.

Commenter Name: H. Allen Faulkner

Commenter Affiliation: Ascend Performance Materials, LLC, Decatur Plant
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-1578

Comment Excerpt Number: 5

Comment: Ascend Decatur facility uses the following method for determining the coal usage
for the site's boilers and coking units: (1) Monthly physical coal inventory taken via coal yard
and bunker observations; (2) Daily BTU output and coke production yields are reconciled
monthly; (3) Removal of coal used during month is taken from accounting closure; (4) Annual
physical coal inventory is taken at 12 noon on September 30 of each year by way of a flyover;
and (5) Monthly reconciliation is based on usage, bunkers and coal deliveries. While this
method has proven to be extremely accurate, it is subjective and does not rely on weighing
equipment or fuel flow meters. Therefore, calibrations are not practical. Ascend is requesting
that the current language be revised to be less restrictive and allow a facility to use methods such
as described above.

Response: EPA has retained the provisions in Tier 3 allowing facilities to determine solid fuel
combustion using company records for the purposes of Tier 3 calculations. EPA has defined the
term "company records" in §98.6 of the final rule, and believes that the revised definition
provides appropriate guidance as to what records a facility may use to determine fuel
consumption. EPA believes that these provisions provide an appropriate balance between
reducing the reporting burden and gathering accurate data.
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Commenter Name: H. Allen Faulkner

Commenter Affiliation: Ascend Performance Materials, LLC, Decatur Plant
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-1578

Comment Excerpt Number: 4

Comment: Ascend Decatur Alabama Plant combusts several chemical byproduct wastes,
generated on-site, as fuels in stationary fuel combustion units. 98.33(c)(4) requires a site to
develop site specific CH4 and N,O emission factors for each fuel. Ascend is requesting that
EPA develop guidance for the development of these factors. Are factors based on process
conditions, chemistry and thermodynamics sufficient and acceptable or would source testing be
required?

Response: EPA acknowledges the commenter's concerns, and has revised the rule to state that
any fuels for which default emission factors are not provided can be excluded from calculations
of CH4 and N,O. EPA is no longer requiring facilities which combust other fuels to develop
site-specific emission factors, and thus does not believe it is necessary to provide any guidance in
this matter.

Commenter Name: Thomas M. Ward

Commenter Affiliation: Novelis Corporation

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0561.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 6

Comment: The use of fuel-specific emission factors for fuel combustion sources is sufficient to
meet the goals and objectives of the reporting protocol and should be incorporated in the
proposed rule. Since EPA has already developed and established such a reporting mechanism
under the Climate Leaders program (i.e. Stationary Source Combustion Guidance) that has been
successfully used by a collection of industries for most of the past decade, it is reasonable to
adopt this proven approach here as well. Accordingly, EPA should incorporate the Climate
Leaders stationary combustion source reporting guidance in the mandatory GHG reporting
program for three important reasons: (1) it provides a suitable technical means to ensure
continuity of data for reporting that is accurate and cost-effective; (2) it provides continuity with
the industries that have been reporting and will continue to report under the Climate Leaders
program, and thereby reduce reporting confusion that might come with enacting differing
reporting and recordkeeping requirements. (3) it is consistent with international reporting
requirements. In summary, Novelis supports adoption of Climate Leaders protocol for all the
preceding reasons but also to the extent that it is a recognition of the proactive efforts of Climate
Leader participants that pursued emission reduction through the implementation of related
programs, while not unfairly benefiting those parties or facilities that have chosen not to
participate in voluntary beneficial GHG reduction programs.

Response: See the Preamble, Section II. O., for the response on the relationship of this rule to
other programs. The reporting requirements under the voluntary Climate Leaders partnership
were created in the context of that specific voluntary program, with different goals and
requirements than reporting under the Clean Air Act.

See the Preamble, Section II. L., for the response on the general monitoring approach.
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EPA did not choose to adopt a simplified calculation method approach (e.g., using default
emission factors) for all units because the data would be less accurate than under the selected
option and would not make use of site-specific data that many facilities already have available
and refined calculation approaches that many facilities are already using. Methodologies that
reflect the variability of fuels across units and facilities through sampling and measurement are
more accurate than methodologies that do not account for this variability. The gains from
measurement vary by fuel type (i.e., heterogeneity of carbon content and heat rate is lower in
some fuels) and the final rule accounts for this difference by varying the requirements for units,
with due consideration of burden and cost.

Commenter Name: Angela Burckhalter

Commenter Affiliation: Oklahoma Independent Petroleum Association (OIPA)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0386.1

Comment Excerpt Number: 22

Comment: EPA needs to allow reporters to use best estimates so they don't have to install fuel
flow meters on each of their combustion sources.

Response: EPA has considerably revised §98.33(b), describing which tier a reporter is to use.
Tier 2, which allows facilities to determine fuel use from company records, is now applicable to
units of any size in which the only fossil fuels combusted are pipeline quality natural gas and/or
distillate fuel oil. Units with a maximum rated heat input capacity less than 250 mmBtu/hr,
combusting any fuel for which default values are provided, may also report using Tier 1 or Tier
2, and may determine fuel use through company records. EPA has defined the term "company
records" in §98.6 of the final rule, and believes that the revised definition provides appropriate
guidance as to what records a facility may use to determine fuel consumption. While fuel flow
meters may be used where company records are required, they are certainly not mandatory. EPA
has also clarified in the final rule that fuel billing meters may be used for the purpose of directly
measuring combustion of liquid and gaseous fuels in Tier 3. Meanwhile, EPA has retained the
provisions in Tier 3 allowing facilities to determine fuel oil consumption using tank drop
measurements and solid fuel combustion using company records for the purposes of Tier 3
calculations. EPA believes that these provisions provide an appropriate balance between
reducing the reporting burden and gathering accurate data.

Commenter Name: Susan Amodeo Cathey

Commenter Affiliation: Air Liquide USA, LLC

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0464.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 6

Comment: The Proposed Rule defines the emissions calculations deemed by EPA as

appropriate for hydrogen production facilities, however, the applicability of which "tier" of

calculation method required needs to be clarified. The proposed rule identifies 4 tiers of

calculation methods with each successive tier requiring more rigorous requirements. EPA

should modify the language in the proposed rule to remove the apparently unintended

requirement for all facilities to use the most rigorous Tier 4 calculation method. The proposed
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language would imply that all affected sources would be required to use the most rigorous
calculation method imposed by Tier 4. Instead EPA should clarify that only the most significant
of sources (i.e. utilities) should be required to use Tier 4, while other less significant sources (i.e.
H; plants) should be able to use one of the other, less rigorous calculation methods.

Response: EPA acknowledges the commenters' concerns regarding Tier 4 applicability. EPA
has revised the final rule to clarify that all of the criteria specified in §98.33(b)(4)(ii) or (iii) must
be met before Tier 4 is required.

Commenter Name: Lorraine Krupa Gershman

Commenter Affiliation: American Chemistry Council (ACC)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0423.2
Comment Excerpt Number: 40

Comment: EPA has not provided a de minimis threshold below which the greenhouse gas
emissions from a stationary combustion source can be determined using simplified emission
estimation techniques. The emissions from the de minimis combustion units would still be
reported. However, the de minimis exemption would avoid the very costly and unnecessary
requirement to install flowmeters and perform frequent monitoring on truly insignificant sources
such as comfort hot water heaters, gas furnaces for buildings, gas stoves, etc. ACC recommends
that EPA add a de minimis threshold in §98.31 or §98.32 to allow for the use of simplified
emission estimates for emissions from equipment whose emissions fall under the threshold
which we recommend to be at least 3 MM Btu/hour.

Response: See the Preamble, Section II. K., for the response on de minimis reporting for small
emission points.

EPA does not agree that there should be a de minimis emissions exclusion. EPA's general
approach across the entire rule was not to establish de minimus thresholds, and to require
reporting for any source where methods are given. For data collection for future policies, it is
important to understand the full suite of stationary combustion sources and the fuels being
consumed regularly at a facility -- future policies could then provide exemptions or not. Setting
a minimum heat capacity rating would add unnecessary complexity to the rule because there
would need to be additional cumulative limitations on the amount of units that could be
exempted under a heat capacity threshold. This is why EPA is allowing aggregation of units for
all units < 250 mmBtu/hr with no limitation on the combined heat input capacity of those units
(versus a more complex exemption of all units < 10 mmBtu/hr but not in excess of a combined
heat input of > 250 mmBtu/hr, for example).

However, the commenter should note that the rule excludes portable equipment, as defined in
§98.6, emergency generators and emergency equipment, as defined in §98.6, and irrigation
pumps at agricultural operations. Additionally, most units smaller than 250 mmBtu/hr may
report using Tier 1 or Tier 2, which do not require fuel flow meters. EPA has also revised the
Tier 2 and Tier 3 sampling requirements to reduce the burden on reporters. EPA has also
removed the cumulative 250 mmBtu/hr restriction on unit aggregation, and has clarified the use
of common pipe metering. EPA believes that the expanded availability of these options will
reduce the reporting burden on facilities.
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Commenter Name: Jeff A. Myrom

Commenter Affiliation: MidAmerican Energy Holdings Company
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0581.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 29

Comment: MidAmerican believes that using the fuel heating value is reasonable given that it is
a test that is much more commonly run on fuels than carbon content.

Response: EPA appreciates the commenter's support, and has significantly expanded the use of
the Tier 2 calculation methodology based on fuel heating value for units that combust pipeline
quality natural gas and/or distillate oil, in view of the homogeneous nature of these fuels.
However, the Tier 3 methodology which includes carbon content measurements is still required
for units with a maximum rated heat input capacity greater than 250 mmBtu/hr that combust
other fossil fuels.

Commenter Name: Michael DiMauro

Commenter Affiliation: Massachusetts Municipal Wholesale Electric Company (MMWEC)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0580

Comment Excerpt Number: 5

Comment: If EPA does not establish DeMinimus Thresholds, or if any adopted DeMinimus
Threshold only excludes very small units, EPA should allow, as an option, the use of estimation
procedures to approximate annual fuel usage in lieu of requiring fuel metering or direct
documentation of fuel consumption. Such an estimation methodology might utilize the design
heat input of the unit, in conjunction with a typical load and annual operating time to
approximate annual fuel consumption or annual heat input. This type of approach should be
made available for units of a size up to 20 - 50 MMBtu/hr. It should be noted that the option to
aggregate emissions from these small combustion sources does not provide any significant
benefit so long as total fuel flows must be directly measured or otherwise directly documented,
as this information is typically no easier to obtain on an aggregate level than for an individual
unit.

Response: See the Preamble, Section II. K., for the response on de minimis reporting for small
emission points.

EPA acknowledges the concerns of the commenter, but believes that the Tier 1 and Tier 2
Calculation Methodologies provide sufficiently simple methods of determining CO, emissions
from small sources. These methods are based on default emission factors and fuel consumption
from company records (they do not require any direct measurements of fuel consumption). The
methods are available to units with a maximum rated heat input capacity of less than 250
mmBtu/hr combusting any type of fuel listed in Table C-1 of Subpart C, as well as to units of
any size combusting only pipeline quality natural gas, distillate oil, or biogenic fuels listed in
Table C-1. EPA believes that the availability of these methods addresses the commenter's
concerns. EPA recommends that the commenter check the definition of company records to
assess whether or not a particular alternative approach (e.g., estimation procedures) is consistent.
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Commenter Name: Ted Michaels

Commenter Affiliation: Energy Recovery Council (ERC)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0544.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 4

Comment: Alternative Thresholds for Methodologies If EPA decides that thresholds should be
used to determine the applicability of the various calculation methodologies, then an alternative
threshold for use of Tier 4 for MWCs should be included. An appropriate threshold should be
based on non-biogenic CO, emissions equivalent to a 250 MMbtu/hr natural gas fired
combustion source. Using the emission factors and assumptions in the calculations above, we
propose the following: "(5) Tier 4 Calculation Methodology: ...(ii) Shall be used if: ..., or if
the unit combusts municipal solid waste, and if non-biogenic CO, emissions are greater than
13,255 kilograms per hour calculated using maximum permitted heat input in MMBtu per hour,
Table C-2 default emission factor b nvcb and the non-biogenic fraction from ASTM D 6866-06a
results." Section 98.33(b)(5)(i1) Should be Modified to Clarify Conditions Under Which Units
Must Use the Tier 4 Calculation Methodology Section 98.33(b)(5)(i1) outlines the conditions
under which a reporter must use the Tier 4 calculation methodology to estimate a unit's
emissions. As drafted, it lists a series of conditions, (A) through (F), with no conjunctions
between conditions. We assume the Agency intends that all conditions must be met for the Tier
4 method to apply. Otherwise, the application of just one condition — the unit has operated for
more than 1,000 hours in any calendar year since 2005 — would require the vast majority of
stationary combustion units to use Tier 4. We do not believe the EPA intended such a far-
reaching result. We urge the EPA to insert the word "and" between each of the conditions to
clarify that all conditions must be met before a unit is subject to Tier 4. Further, per our
comments above concerning application of Tier 4 to municipal solid waste combustion, we urge
the Agency to delete the second half of condition (A) referring to units that combust MSW and
have a maximum rated input capacity greater than 250 tons per day of MSW.

Response: EPA acknowledges the commenter's concerns regarding Tier 4 applicability, and has
revised §98.33(b)(4)(ii) and (iii) of the final rule to clarify that all specified criteria must be met
before Tier 4 is required. However, EPA has kept the 250 ton MSW/day size determination.
Both the 250 mmBtu/hr and 250 tons MSW/day are size determinations for considering large
sources in other EPA programs (General Stationary Combustion Technical Support Document,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0004). These size determinations were not considered to be directly
comparable, but rather to reflect consistency with other EPA programs, particularly where the
challenge of monitoring is substantially different, as it is for MSW versus more homogenous
fossil fuels.
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Commenter Name: Scott Evans

Commenter Affiliation: CleanAir Engineering (Clean Air)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0696.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 3

Comment: We encourage EPA to consider the use of thermodynamic models to determine
boiler heat rate. Real-time thermodynamic modeling, in combination with routine plant
measurements, can be used to accurately estimate CO, emissions. This approach relies on
electrical power measurement as the primary Flow measurement, which has the advantage of
having significantly lower uncertainty than the fuel and Flue gas Flow measurements employed
by other methods. As shown in the attached report [see DCN: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-
0696.2], one of the greatest sources of uncertainty in the calculation approach to GHG estimation
is fuel Flow. This is particularly true of solid fuel boilers. Many electric utility boiler operators
are turning to thermodynamic modeling as a more accurate means to determine heat rate. The
technique employed is to utilize a thermodynamic model of the power plant in which mass and
energy are conserved. The model is bounded by measured process conditions that have a direct
impact on plant capacity and executed on a real-time basis to predict heat input from fuel and
CO; production. CO;, production is a function of the fuel type and quality, which can be indexed
on a real-time basis to a known analysis based on routine process measurements to determine the
appropriate carbon factor. This step further reduces the uncertainty associated with varying fuel
quality. A thermodynamic model may have sufficient fidelity to predict a range of operating
parameters, which provides opportunities for independent feedback mechanisms to assure
accuracy and repeatability. This method relies on measurement of the product being sold,
electricity, which for practical and financial reasons, receives greater attention from instrument
and control personnel. Furthermore, the measurement of electricity has the least uncertainty of
all the primary "Flows" in a power plant. This approach combined with site-specific (not
generic) emission factors or fuel carbon content, will likely provide more reliable GHG emission
data than with the fuel-Flow/generic emission factor approach. We feel this approach is
definitely more accurate than Tier 2, however, at this time, we do not have data to support its
inclusion in Tier 4. Therefore, we feel the most appropriate classification would be in Tier 3
(assuming use of a site specific emission factor or fuel carbon content).

Response: EPA's approach makes use of existing data and methodologies to the extent feasible,
and is consistent with the types of methods contained in other GHG reporting programs (e.g., the
California mandatory reporting rule, WCI, RGGI, TCR, and Climate Leaders). Because this
approach specifies methods for each source category, it will result in data that are comparable
across facilities. The Agency is not opposed to innovative, alternative approaches for CO,
emissions calculation, such as the thermodynamic modeling described by the commenter.
However, the commenter did not provide any supplementary information, proposed rule
language, or cost analysis to explain how this proposed methodology could be implemented. In
view of this, EPA has not incorporated the commenter's suggested approach into the final rule,
but is willing to consider it in a future rulemaking, if the necessary technical details of the
method are provided for Agency review.
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Commenter Name: Thomas M. Ward

Commenter Affiliation: Novelis Corporation

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0561.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 3

Comment: Tiered Reporting Protocol: Although Novelis Corp. agrees that the GHG reporting
rule should include direct emissions from significant combustion sources within a facility, it has
some concerns with the approach proposed in the rule. Specifically, the proposed tiered
reporting protocol included is overly complex and burdensome. In effect, many facilities with
various sized combustion units will have to comply with an array of reporting tiers at the process
unit level that are extremely complex and expensive to conduct. Reporting at a unit level is
unduly costly and burdensome and grouping systems may not be feasible due to logistics and the
cost of metering. The difference in measured values between the main billing meter and any unit
and/or grouped measures would serve to adequately quantify such units to reduce cost the cost
burden associated with additional measuring equipment.

Response: See the Preamble, Section II. L., for the response on the general monitoring
approach.

See the Preamble and the response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0520.1 excerpt 16 for
the rationale for level of reporting and the additional flexibility provided to reporters, particularly
for common pipe and aggregated unit circumstances.

EPA does not agree with the commenter's assertion that the amount of unit-level data and
verification information to be reported is excessive, burdensome, or unnecessary. For this
mandatory GHG emissions reporting rule, two main approaches to data verification were
considered, i.e., EPA verification and third-party verification. The Agency decided on the
former approach. In view of this, additional, unit-level information is deemed necessary to
provide assurance that the reported facility-wide GHG emissions data are both credible and
accurate.

However, EPA has modified the rule to make it clearer the conditions under which specific tiers
should be used. EPA has also dropped the cumulative 250 mmBtu/hr heat input capacity limit
on the aggregation of units. Rather, the 250 mmBtu/hr restriction applies only to the individual
units in the group. Therefore, for reporting purposes, individual units with maximum rated heat
input capacities of 250 mmBtu/hr or less may be aggregated without limit into a single group,
provided that the Tier 4 methodology is not required for any of the units, and all units in the
group use the same tier for any common fuel(s) that they combust. Units with maximum rated
heat inputs greater than 250 mmBtu/hr using Tiers 1, 2, and 3 must report as individual units,
unless they burn the same type of fuel, and the fuel is provided by a common pipe or supply line;
in that case, the owner or operator may opt to use the common pipe reporting provisions in
§98.36(c)(3). Units using Tier 4 must report as individual units unless they share a monitored
common stack or duct; in that case, the common stack or duct reporting provisions may be used.
The commenter should note that Tiers 1 and 2, which have been expanded to include units of any
size in which the only fossil fuels combusted are pipeline quality natural gas and/or distillate oil,
do not require fuel metering but instead rely on company records to quantify fuel consumption.
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Commenter Name: Blair Wheeler

Commenter Affiliation: Aspen Technology, Inc.

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0488.2
Comment Excerpt Number: 2

Comment: In Subsection 7.1 Stationary Combustion Sources, we propose adding an additional
option (Option 5) that would be based on direct measurement (minute or hour) and calculation of
carbon emissions based upon fuel type, fuel flow, exhaust stack temperature and stack gas excess
oxygen utilizing a steady state engineering model specific to that process unit. However, based
upon our real world experience, this carbon emission calculation must be verified with an energy
balance (compare fired side heat release with process or steam side heat absorption) around the
Stationary Combustion Source to ensure the most accurate calculation of carbon emissions. If
the heat balance is off more than a predetermined percentage or absolute amount, the system
should notify the refinery staff for timely investigation of the cause and correction (i.e.,
instrument recalibration).

Response: EPA's approach makes use of existing data and methodologies to the extent feasible,
and is consistent with the types of methods contained in other GHG reporting programs (e.g., the
California mandatory reporting rule, WCI, RGGI, TCR, and Climate Leaders). Because this
approach specifies methods for each source category, it will result in data that are comparable
across facilities. The Agency is not opposed to innovative, alternative approaches for CO,
emissions calculation, such as the one described by the commenter. However, the commenter
did not provide any supplementary information, proposed rule language, or cost analysis to
explain how the proposed methodology could be implemented. In view of this, EPA has not
incorporated the commenter's suggested approach into the final rule, but is willing to consider it
in a future rulemaking, if the necessary technical details of the method are provided for Agency
review.

Commenter Name: W. Walter Tyler

Commenter Affiliation: INVISTA S.ar.l. (INVISTA)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0481.2
Comment Excerpt Number: 2

Comment: Tier I methodology for all reporting facilities will provide a reasonable level of
certainty and accuracy. Like many other companies, INVISTA has taken steps to determine
estimates of total GHG emissions through established industry standards and protocols that
utilize fuel consumption data and recognized emission factors. For example, the Climate
Registry (TCR), the WRI/WBCSD and ISO 14064.1 standards and protocols utilize well-
recognized and well-established default emission factors for estimating GHG emissions that are
comparable to the proposed methodology in Tier 1 of the Proposed Rule. This data has shown to
be a reliable indicator, not only for tracking inventory and product manufacturing costs, but also
in some instances for emissions estimates needed under other environmental regulatory
programs, such as the Clean Air Act's Title V program. The Proposed Rule, however, specifies a
4-Tier reporting structure that is much more complex than other GHG reporting systems. The
requirements in the Proposed Rule — including enhanced direct emissions monitoring, total
carbon content analysis, and fuel-flow meters — demand significant additional investments at
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manufacturing sites with little gain in accuracy of emissions estimates over that which can be
obtained by using current, accepted industry practice. In addition, the Tier 3 and 4 categories
require an unspecified level of precision and accuracy to estimate and report GHG emissions
based upon devices, measurements, or data that either do not exist currently at many facilities or
have not been used historically for reporting or compliance purposes. For example, many
facilities subject to this rule back-calculate fuel usage based on accepted industry standards and
techniques such as inventory reconciliation, steam flow, or process knowledge which have been
used for other reporting and accounting purposes. If EPA determines that this proposed Tiered
approach is the preferred vehicle for reporting, then INVISTA recommends that EPA clarify that
current industry standards and practice, such as inventory reconciliation, are within the meaning
and intent of "company records" upon which many of the emission calculations in the Proposed
Rule are based. However, simplifying the current scheme and basing it on recognized reporting
methodologies, such as default emission factors, will alleviate much of the uncertainty in the
Rule while sacrificing little if any of the accuracy EPA hopes to achieve in this reporting
scheme. For these reasons, INVISTA recommends that Tier I methodology be adopted for all
source categories.

Response: See the Preamble, Section II. L., for the response on the general monitoring
approach.

EPA did not choose to adopt a simplified calculation method approach (e.g., using default
emission factors) for all units because the data would be less accurate than under the selected
option and would not make use of site-specific data that many facilities already have available
and refined calculation approaches that many facilities are already using.

Methodologies that reflect the variability of fuels across units and facilities through sampling and
measurement are more accurate than methodologies that do not account for this variability (e.g.,
Tier 1). The gains from measurement vary by fuel type (i.e., heterogeneity of carbon content and
heat rate is lower in some fuels) and the final rule accounts for this difference by varying the
requirements for units, with due consideration of burden and cost.

EPA has significantly expanded the use of Tier 1 and Tier 2 Calculation Methodologies. The
250 mmBtu/hr restriction on the use of Tier 2 has been lifted for units in which the only fossil
fuels combusted are natural gas and/or distillate oil, in view of the homogeneous nature of these
fuels. Most units combusting the biogenic fuels in Table C-1 may use Tier 1. However, the 250
mmBtu/hr unit size cutoff remains for units that combust other fuels. EPA has considerably
revised the Tier 2 and Tier 3 fuel sampling requirements in an effort to reduce the burden on
reporters. Furthermore, the final rule clarifies that fuel sampling and analysis data provided by
the supplier may be used in the emission calculations, and that fuel billing meters may be used to
quantify fuel consumption.

EPA has defined the term "company records" in §98.6 of the final rule. EPA believes that the

revised definition provides appropriate guidance as to what records a facility may use to
determine fuel consumption.
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Commenter Name: Stephen E. Woock

Commenter Affiliation: Weyerhaeuser Company

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0451.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 23

Comment: Weyerhaeuser proposes that the CO; calculation methodology used for municipal
solid waste (MSW) combustion units should be allowed for Tier 3 combustion sources.
Currently the MSW CO; calculation methodology is only allowed for Tier 2 combustion units,
which applies to sources rated at ~ 250 mmBtu/hr in heat capacity. Tier 3 sources are defined as
> 250 mmBtu/hr. However, all of the elements within the MSW CO; calculation equation are
entirely independent of the combustion unit size. EPA illustrates this independence from
combustion unit size in the MSW equation for CH4 and N, O emissions, which is used for all
Tier 1, Tier 2 and Tier 3 combustion units. The MSW CO; equation is the same equation as the
CHj4 and N,O emissions, except for the different CO,, CH4 and N,O emission factors.
Therefore, since the MSW CH4 and N,O equations are suitable for all combustion units, the
MSW CO; calculation methodology should be allowed for all combustion unit sizes, including
Tier 3 combustion units.

Response: EPA has revised the rule to allow the use of steam production and combustion unit
efficiency to calculate CO, emissions under Tier 2 for other solid fuels in addition to municipal
solid waste (MSW). However, EPA does not believe that it is appropriate to calculate emissions
using the Tier 2 MSW equation for units that are required to use Tier 3. Given the nature of
MSW, the fuel sampling presents a much greater challenge than for many other combustion
sources. The Tier 3 methodologies for units with a maximum rated heat input capacity greater
than 250 mmBtu/hr that combusts any type of fuel listed in Table C-1 are considered to provide
better information than the Tier 2 methodology for MSW. Also the comparison of CO,
requirements to CH4 and N,O requirements is not appropriate given the much lower level and
significance of CH4 and N,O emissions from stationary combustion.

Commenter Name: Lorraine Krupa Gershman

Commenter Affiliation: American Chemistry Council (ACC)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0423.2
Comment Excerpt Number: 52

Comment: The Tier 4 calculation methodology requires a "stack gas volumetric flow rate
monitor" (§98.33(a)(4)(i)). Many existing CEMS systems determine stack gas flow rate through
methods other than direct measurement of the exhaust stream. The requirement to install
volumetric flow rate monitors introduces an unnecessary cost and in many cases requires a
complete redesign of the stack in order to position a meter properly. The final rule should allow
calculation of the stack gas flow rate based on other methodologies. One method that should be
allowed involves calculation of the stack flow based on measurement of the oxygen
concentration in the stack, fuel flows, and temperature. Another method involves applying an air
feed to exhaust flow ratio established through testing. This improvement will encourage
facilities that have non CO, CEMS systems currently in place to enhance their system to
measure CO,. Requiring a stack gas volumetric flow rate monitor in order to use a CO, CEMS
is a significant deterrent from voluntary use of the Tier 4 method.
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Response: The Tier 4 CEMS requirement is limited to larger solid fossil fuel-fired units and
MWC units that have an existing gas monitor of any kind or a volumetric flow rate monitor, or
both. EPA is requiring the use of CEMS due to the complexity of monitoring solid fuel
consumption and the heterogeneous nature of the solid fuels. The Agency does not agree that the
addition of a flow monitor will be excessively costly at an installation where there is an
established CEMS infrastructure in place. Redesign of the stack will be not be required "in many
cases," as asserted by the commenter. There are a number of different types of flow monitors
available commercially. One of the simplest is a differential pressure monitor, consisting of one
or more S-type pitot tube sensing elements. This type of monitoring system is relatively
inexpensive and can easily be installed on most existing stacks.

Commenter Name: Stephen E. Woock

Commenter Affiliation: Weyerhaeuser Company

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0451.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 22

Comment: Weyerhaeuser proposes that the CO, calculation methodology EPA proposes at
§98.33(a)(2)(iii) for municipal solid waste (MSW) combustion units should also apply to other
solid fuel combustion units. The MSW CO; calculation methodology is based on the steam
generated to calculate the CO, emissions. This steam approach provides an accurate and
streamlined approach to calculate the CO, emissions, primarily because it eliminates the need to
measure fuel usage directly. All solid fuel boilers operate similarly with respect to fuel-steam
balance, therefore, the steam approach can be used to calculate the CO, from all solid fuel
combustion units, such as coal and solid biomass fuels (e.g. wood bark). This accurate approach
is already in use for many solid fuel boilers at Weyerhaeuser and in the Forest Products Industry
in general. For boilers that use multiple fuels, the proposed rule is very clear as to how to track
all of the non-solid fuels. The non-solid fuels are to be measured directly. Therefore, the steam
generated by these fuels is easily and accurately determined using standard heat balance
equations, which are similar to the MSW equation in this proposed rule. Therefore, the steam
not generated by the non-solid fuels is generated by the solid fuels. This streamlined approach
ensures the heat balance around the combustion unit is always in balance. This approach also
eliminates the inaccuracies of having to measure the moisture content of the solid fuels, because
the results from this approach are reported in units of dry material combusted. This is very
important when combusting materials such as wood bark, which can have moisture contents
ranging from 10% to over 50%, which is very difficult to measure accurately. Therefore, use of
the proposed MSW CO; calculation methodology should be allowed for all combustion units
that use solid fuels, whether it is MSW or other solid fuels. This methodology provides an
accurate and streamlined calculation option for the reporters.

Response: EPA has revised the rule to allow the use of steam production and combustion unit
efficiency to calculate CO, emissions under Tier 2 for other solid fuels in addition to municipal
solid waste (MSW). These parameters may also be used to quantify the amount of solid biomass
combusted in a unit for the use in Tier 1 calculations.
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Commenter Name: Lorraine Krupa Gershman

Commenter Affiliation: American Chemistry Council (ACC)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0423.2
Comment Excerpt Number: 53

Comment: In §98.33(b)(1), we believe that it is unnecessarily restrictive to limit the use of Tier
1 to units ~ 250 mmBTU/hr in size. EPA has not provided an explanation for this restriction and
we recommend that it be deleted in the final rule. The variations introduced in the calculations
will be very small compared to the size of the entire greenhouse gas inventory.

Response: EPA disagrees with the commenter's suggestion of allowing Tier 1 reporting for
fossil fuel-fired units with a maximum rated heat input capacity greater than 250 mmBtu/hr.
EPA did not choose to adopt a simplified calculation method approach (e.g., using default
emission factors) for all units because the data would be less accurate than under the selected
option and would not make use of site-specific data that many facilities already have available
and refined calculation approaches that many facilities are already using.

EPA's approach is to require the larger units to use the more accurate methodologies as part of an
effort to balance accuracy of reported data with burden. The 250 mmBtu/hr cutoff is used by
other EPA programs to denote larger units (e.g., NOy Budget Trading Program). Methodologies
that reflect the variability of fuels across units and facilities through sampling and measurement
are more accurate than methodologies that do not account for this variability. The gains from
measurement vary by fuel type (i.e., heterogeneity of carbon content and heat rate is lower in
some fuels) and the final rule accounts for this difference by varying the requirements for units,
with due consideration of burden and cost.

Commenter Name: William Fred Durham

Commenter Affiliation: West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection (DEP)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0629.1

Comment Excerpt Number: 3

Comment: Recently, a question came up regarding the root source of the emission factors and
high heat values listed in EPA's Proposed MRR, Subpart C — General Stationary Fuel
Combustion Sources, Table C-1. The reference for the factors is contained in the Technical
Support Document for Stationary Fuel Combustion Emissions: Proposed Rule for Mandatory
Reporting of Greenhouse Gases. Regarding the Tier 1 Methodology on page 15, the document
states, "Default fuel-specific high heat values and CO; emission factors are compiled in
Appendix D." Appendix D does not exist; the values are listed in Appendix C, Default CO,
Emission Factors and High Heat Values for Various Types of Fuel. Further, when Appendix C
is investigated it is found that heat values in question are from the draft U.S. EPA, Inventory of
Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990 - 2005 (2007). The DAQ questions if EPA's use of
a draft document as a reference is sufficiently robust for its final rule.

Response: EPA appreciates the comment, and acknowledges that the Technical Support

Document for Stationary Fuel Combustion Sources incorrectly referred to Appendix D. The

fuel-specific high heat values and CO; emission factors are from the draft U.S. EPA, Inventory
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of Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990 — 2005 (2007) which is a published document
from EPA. EPA believes the values in this document can be referenced by the rule. However,
the commenter should note that EPA has reviewed and revised the emission factors provided in
Subpart C of the rule, in an effort to ensure that they are as appropriate as possible for the
purposes of this reporting rule.

Commenter Name: Michael DiMauro

Commenter Affiliation: Massachusetts Municipal Wholesale Electric Company (MMWEC)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0580

Comment Excerpt Number: 3

Comment: For very small and/or low utilization stationary combustion units, the Rule should
provide either: (a) an exclusion from GHG Reporting; or (b) a simplified procedure for
determining GHG emissions that does not require direct documentation of fuel usage based on
fuel metering or fuel consumption records. The Preamble to the Proposed Rule seems to indicate
support for the use of simplified estimation procedures to determine fuel usage ["small stationary
combustion units could use a default emission factor and a heat rate to estimate emissions, and
no fuel measurements would be required" (FR page 16473 Column 3)], which would obviate the
need to obtain data (records or monitoring) directly documenting fuel consumption. However
none of the Four Tiers appears to allow the option of relying on a "heat rate" in lieu of fuel
records or fuel measurements to estimate fuel consumption for small combustion units.
Examples of the types of combustion units that should be eligible to adopt simplified CO,
emission estimation methods, or should qualify for an exemption from GHG Reporting, include:
1. Small diesels (~ 5 MMBtu/hr) engines whose sole function is to provide start-up power for a
Combustion Turbine. This arrangement provides the facility black start capability. The total
operating time of the starter diesel at each startup of the combustion turbine is < 15 minutes.
These starter diesel engines are not equipped with a fuel meter, and fuel records cannot be used
to determine fuel usage, as the oil storage tank is refilled only rarely due to the very limited
operating time of the engine. Requiring direct fuel monitoring for such a limited use, small
emission unit is unwarranted. 2. Auxiliary Boilers - Many EGU sites have installed small house
boilers, in the size range of 10 - 50 MMBtu/hr, to provide heating for the facility during periods
the EGU units are not operating (i.e. intervals when the EGUs are not dispatched, or are in an
outage). Fuel metering for such house boilers may be crude, data recording is typically on
hardcopy charts (which does not allows convenient fuel usage summation). Additionally,
segregation of fuel usage for these units based on fuel records may be problematic. Oftentimes,
then, fuel metering is poorer and fuel records less available or of lower quality for smaller units
than for larger more regulated units, and consequently it can take significantly more effort to
obtain reasonable fuel data for smaller units.

Response: See the Preamble, Section II. K., for the response on de minimis reporting for small
emission points.

EPA acknowledges the concerns of the commenters, but believes that the Tier 1 and Tier 2
Calculation Methodologies provide sufficiently simple methods of determining CO, emissions
from small sources. These methods are based on default emission factors and fuel consumption
from company records (they do not require any direct measurements of fuel consumption). They
are available to units with a maximum rated heat input capacity of less than 250 mmBtu/hr
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combusting any type of fuel listed in Table C-1 of Subpart C, as well as to units of any size
combusting only pipeline quality natural gas, distillate oil, or biogenic fuels listed in Table C-1.
EPA believes that the availability of these methods addresses the commenter's' concerns. The
commenter should note that the term "company records" is defined in §98.6, and provides
guidance as to what fuel use records are acceptable for the purposes of this reporting rule.

Commenter Name: Vince Brisini

Commenter Affiliation: RRI Energy Inc. (RRI)

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0618.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 2

Comment: In order to avoid an unnecessary burden on reporters, US. EPA should offer
flexibility with respect to carbon sampling of fuels, as required in Tier 3 data standards. Due to
the minor variability in carbon content of pipeline natural gas and fuel oils used by electricity
generators, U.S. EPA would not gain a significant amount of accuracy in GHG emissions
estimates through carbon sampling of these fuels. Consequently, RRI proposes that U.S. EPA
either make Tier 3 methodology optional (i.e., allow reporters to use either Tier 2 or Tier 3
methodology), or ask fuel suppliers—who are already required to submit high heating value
(HMYV) data to their customers—to also submit data on the carbon content of their fuels.

Response: Some fuel suppliers may report carbon sampling results as part of the requirements
under other subparts. Note that EPA is not finalizing Subpart KK (Coal Suppliers) as part of this
final rule. EPA has expanded the use of the Tier 2 Calculation Methodology based on fuel
heating value to units of any size in which the only fossil fuels combusted are pipeline quality
natural gas and distillate oil, in view of the homogeneous nature of these fuels. The number of
reporters required to use Tier 3 will be reduced as a result.

The Tier 3 methodology which includes carbon content measurements is still required for units
with a maximum rated heat input capacity greater than 250 mmBtu/hr fuels other than MSW.
Methodologies that reflect the variability of fuels across units and facilities through sampling and
measurement are more accurate than methodologies that do not account for this variability. The
gains from measurement vary by fuel type (i.e., heterogeneity of carbon content and heat rate is
lower in some fuels) and the final rule accounts for this difference by varying the requirements
for units, with due consideration of burden and cost.

The final rule also clarifies that fuel sampling and analysis data provided by the supplier may be
used in the emission calculations. The commenter should note that fuel sampling frequencies for
Tiers 2 and 3 have been substantially revised: natural gas must be sampled semiannually, and
fuel oil must be sampled once per fuel lot.
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Commenter Name: Michael DiMauro

Commenter Affiliation: Massachusetts Municipal Wholesale Electric Company (MMWEC)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0580

Comment Excerpt Number: 2

Comment: While the Part 98 Subpart C and D monitoring provisions provide significant
flexibility for Stationary Combustion sources, an approach which is which is strongly supported,
monitoring requirements should be simplified, streamlined and more appropriately targeted, and
the rule should allow, as an option, more general use of the established Part 75 procedures and
calculation methods.

Response: EPA believes that the structure of the final rule to a large extent mirrors this
suggestion. The owner or operator of a unit may elect to use a higher tier than required, allowing
any units to use Part 75 methodologies under Tier 4. Furthermore, in the final rule EPA has
provided alternative methods for units not subject to the Acid Rain Program, but which report
data to EPA under Part 75 (see §98.33(a)(5)). These alternative approaches rely heavily on Part
75 methods.

Commenter Name: Kerry Kelly

Commenter Affiliation: Waste Management (WM)

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0376.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 4

Comment: EPA is proposing to require MWC units with a maximum rated capacity of greater
than 250 tons per day of MSW to use the Tier 4 methodology, while other stationary combustion
units of 250 MMBtu/hr may use Tier 2. WM recommends that the EPA allow large and small
capacity MWCs to use the Tier 2 calculation methodologies, particularly as MWCs have
significantly lower GHG emissions than the 250 MMBtu/hr combustion sources as shown below
in Table 1. [See DCN: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0376.1, Table 1, p.4.] It is readily apparent
that a 250 ton per day MWC emits only 18 percent of the CO, emitted by a 250 MMBtu/hr oil-
fired unit or only 25 percent of the CO, emitted by a gas-fired combustion unit. Even a larger,
750 ton per day municipal waste combustor emits only 54 percent as much as a 250 MMBtu/hr
oil-fired combustion unit and 75 percent as much CO, as a 250 MMBtu/hr gas-fired combustion
unit. Consequently, a large MWC unit's cost to implement the Tier 4 methodology is
disproportionate with respect to their relative GHG emissions. In addition, unlike typical 250
MMBtu combustion units, MWCs are subject to extensive source testing, and requirements to
install Part 60 CEMS equipment that provides accurate and reliable GHG reporting. We
question the need to impose costly, alternative monitoring equipment on these relatively small
sources, particularly when far larger sources may utilize the far less expensive Tier 2 methods.

Response: See the response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0544.1, excerpt number 4.
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Commenter Name: Michael E. Van Brunt

Commenter Affiliation: Covanta Energy Corporation
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0548.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 4

Comment: Under the Clean Air Act, the EfW industry is subject to rigorous monitoring and
reporting requirements, including Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems (CEMS), and
extensive pollution control requirements. Adding additional monitoring equipment, in the form
of CO; and flow CEMS would increase the regulatory burden without a commensurate increase
in the quality of CO, data. According to the 2009 EPA GHG Inventory, EfW represents less
than 0.3% of the total emissions; however, even this number is an overstatement. Comments
provided to the EPA over the past three years have indentified that EfW emissions over
overstated by a factor of roughly two. Based on the corrected emissions figure, emissions from
landfills alone are nearly thirteen times as great as emissions from EfW. In lieu of requiring the
installation of new equipment with little additional benefit, we request that the EPA establish two
revised Tier 4 methodologies for the EfW industry, both based on current stack testing and/or
CEMS requirements. Similar methodologies are expected to be included in The Climate
Registry's Electric Power Sector Protocol as an improvement over the emission factor (Tier 2)
approach. The first method would allow operators to calculate annual CO, emissions based on
annual stack testing. Operators would calculate an average fossil & biogenic CO, emission rate
per unit of steam production based on average CO, concentration, stack flow, and steam flow
over the test period. This average, when applied to the annual steam production from MSW
combusted for a unit and/or facility, would yield the total CO, emissions for the year. In the
second method, operators would calculate an average stack flow per unit of steam production
during annual source testing. Hourly mass flow of CO, emissions would be calculated from the
following: 1. Calculated stack flow based on the relationship established during the annual stack
test and the actual MSW-based steam output; and 2. Hourly CO, concentrations. CO;
concentrations can either be measured directly using a CO, CEM, or can be calculated from an
O, CEM where annual source testing has demonstrated that CO, concentrations calculated from
the O, readings meet the Relative Accuracy Test Audit (RATA) requirements in 40 CFR,
Appendix B, Performance Specification 3. The calculation of CO, from O, can be completed
using equations F-14a or F-14b from Appendix F of 40 CFR 75, exactly as applied in the
proposed rule to other stationary combustion sources, together with the Fd and Fc F-factors for
Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) from Table 19-2 of EPA Method 19. Method 19 is specifically
referenced by the emission standards for Municipal Waste Combustors found in 40 CFR 60,
Subparts Cb and Eb. Consistent with the Proposed Rule, emissions of anthropogenic CO, would
then be calculated by applying the annual average of quarterly analysis via ASTM method D-
6866-06a of stack samples collected in accordance with ASTM method D7459-08. We fully
support the inclusion of quarterly analysis via ASTM method D6866-06a of stack samples
collected in accordance with ASTM method D7459-08 to determine the split between
anthropogenic and biogenic carbon in §98.33(e)(3). We agree with the EPA's conclusion that a
manual sorting approach is not practical, and ASTM methods are more rigorous. Covanta has
significant experience with this methodology, having collected nearly 200 samples from sixteen
facilities located across the United States.
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Response: See the response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0544.1 excerpt 4.

EPA believes that it is appropriate to require the use of CEMS on the largest MSW combustion
sources and any smaller MSW combustion source which already has CO, concentration
monitors and stack gas volumetric flow rate monitors in place. EPA has, however, clarified that
all of the criteria in §98.33(b)(4)(ii) or (iii) must be present to require the use of Tier 4. EPA
believes that it is appropriate for MSW combustion units to use ASTM D6866-06a and D7459-
08 on a quarterly basis to determine the relative proportions of biogenic and non-biogenic CO,
emissions from the MSW combusted. Where Tier 2 is used, EPA has provided for MSW
combustion units to determine total CO, emissions from the amount of steam produced, boiler
design, and a default CO, emission factor. EPA believes that this is more appropriate than
determining site-specific factors during annual testing. Where Tier 4 is used, CO; emissions are
determined using a CO, concentration monitor and a stack gas volumetric flow rate monitor.
EPA does not believe that it is appropriate to estimate stack flow based on steam production in
Tier 4, and does not believe it is appropriate to use an O, monitor for MSW combustion, since it
is not a fuel listed in Table 1 in Section 3.3.5 of Appendix F to Part 75. Biogenic emissions for
the MSW combustion unit are then calculated by multiplying the total CO, emissions for the
year, determined using Tier 2 or 4, by the fraction of biogenic emissions, determined using the
ASTM methods. EPA appreciates the commenter's support of the ASTM D6866-06a and
D7459-08 methods.

Commenter Name: Kerry Kelly

Commenter Affiliation: Waste Management (WM)

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0376.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 3

Comment: The Tier 4 calculation methodology proposed in the mandatory reporting rule is
very similar to the initial method proposed in the January 2009 draft Western Climate Initiative
(WCI) Mandatory Reporting Requirements. Subsequently in May 2009, after extensive public
comments, the WCI concluded that requiring the installation of CEM components for CO, and
stack gas flow measurement at facilities, which had not previously installed them, was extremely
onerous and expensive and would not improve overall reporting accuracy. Accordingly, the
WCI adopted a methodology for the General Stationary Combustion category that eliminated the
use of 40 CFR Part 75 type CEMS unless a unit was already equipped with both a stack gas
volumetric flow rate monitor and a CO, CEM. WCI also eliminated the use of Part 75 CEMS
for municipal solid waste combustion units and established the use of Tier 2 calculation
methodologies. The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) 1605 (b) Voluntary Reporting program
offers similar flexibility in its "A-Rated Measurement and Estimation Method" for stationary
combustion sources. The DOE approach includes: 1. Use of continuous direct measurement of
CO;, at facilities that have already installed CEMs for CO;; 2. Use of emission factors based on
multiple, regularly repeated, on-site direct measurement of source emissions; and 3. Use of
measured source activity data (e.g., amount of MSW processed, steam production.) WM
recommends that EPA incorporate similar requirements for municipal waste combustors in the
final MMR. As WCI concluded, accurate annual GHG emissions result when using the Tier 2
calculation methodology, including use of actual steam generation or waste throughput data,
CO; emission factors, heat input to steam output or stack flow rate to steam output ratios, and
fuel HHV.
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Response: See the response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0544.1 excerpt 4.

EPA believes that it is appropriate to require the use of CEMS on the largest MSW combustion
sources and any smaller MSW combustion source which already has CO, concentration
monitors and stack gas volumetric flow rate monitors in place. EPA has, however, clarified that
all of the criteria in §98.33(b)(4)(i1) or (ii1) must be present to require the use of Tier 4. EPA
believes that it is appropriate for MSW combustion units to use ASTM D6866-06a and D7459-
08 on a quarterly basis to determine the relative proportions of biogenic and non-biogenic CO,
emissions from the MSW combusted. Where Tier 2 is used, EPA has provided for MSW
combustion units to determine total CO, emissions from the amount of steam produced, boiler
design, and a default CO; emission factor. EPA believes that this is more appropriate than
determining site-specific factors during annual testing. Where Tier 4 is used, CO, emissions are
determined using a CO; concentration monitor and a stack gas volumetric flow rate monitor.
Biogenic emissions for the MSW combustion unit are then calculated by multiplying the total
CO; emissions for the year, determined using Tier 2 or 4, by the fraction of biogenic emissions,
determined using the ASTM methods.

Commenter Name: Gary Moore

Commenter Affiliation: Pensacola Plant of Ascend Performance Materials LLC
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0366.1

Comment Excerpt Number: 3

Comment: It was assumed that the requirement for process GC analyzers to measure carbon
content and molecular weight daily would not be burdensome as they were likely already
installed to optimize process operation (see page 16484). Off gas streams that are subject to
control requirements are not typically monitored as they are required to be controlled. The
addition of process GCs for the analyses required in §98.33(b)(3)(ii) and §98.34(d)(3) would be
expensive and invalidates the cost assumption in the Preamble.

Response: EPA has retained the daily sampling requirement for other gaseous fuels, due to
process gas variability, but only for facilities with existing equipment in place that is capable of
providing the data. Otherwise, weekly sampling is now required. EPA also has limited the Tier
3 requirement to fuels that make up at least ten percent of the annual heat input for a unit with a
maximum rated heat input capacity greater than 250 mmBtu/hr.

Commenter Name: Mike Aire

Commenter Affiliation: Newmont Mining Corporation (NMC)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0378.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 3

Comment: EPA Allow Certified Reporting Systems (GRI, TCR) to Report Emissions EPA
should develop a reporting format that is fully compatible with other credible reporting systems
such as The Climate Registry so that data can be electronically transferred between databases to
save time and money.
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Response: See the Preamble, Section II. O., for the response on the relationship of this rule to
other programs, and for the response on collection, management, and dissemination of GHG
emissions data.

Commenter Name: Allen Kacenjar

Commenter Affiliation: Squire Sanders

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0492.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 2

Comment: EPA was correct to define the parameters of Subpart C so that sources operating
only a continuous opacity monitoring system ("COMS") are not obligated to conduct Tier 4
monitoring. As explained in the Preamble, §98.33(b)(5) is intended to "require the use of
certified CEMS to quantify CO, mass emissions where existing CEMS equipment is installed"
which "include a gas monitor of any kind or a flow monitor (or both)." The Proposed Rule
expressly defines the term "Continuous Emissions Monitoring System" to mean "the total
equipment required to sample, analyze, measure, and provide, by means of readings recorded at
least once every 15 minutes, a permanent record of gas concentrations, pollutant emission rates,
or gas volumetric flow rates from stationary sources." §98.6. COMS do not monitor gas
concentrations or flow rates. Rather, they continuously measure opacity by transmitting a beam
of light across the stack to a receiver on the other side. The light is absorbed or deflected by
visible particles in the flue gas stream. An opacity reading is derived by measuring how these
flue gases attenuate the light beam between transmission and receipt. Thus, COMS are an
optical technique designed to simulate the results of a visual opacity reading performed by a
human using U.S. EPA Test Method 9. COMS detect only the ability of particles in flue gas
streams to refract light and lack the capacity to distinguish pollutant emission rates or gas
concentrations of any sort. Similarly, COMS do not measure the volume of gas flowing through
the stack because the monitors are not designed to determine quantity of a pollutant being
emitted. Thus, they comfortably fall beyond the express definition of CEMS in the Proposed
Rule. Distinguishing between CEMS and COMS for purposes of triggering Tier 4 reporting is
consistent with the distinct treatment these different monitoring technologies receive in existing
Clean Air Act rules. The New Source Performance Standards establish different calibration
techniques for CEMS and COMS and contain completely distinct performance specifications.
This is necessary because CEMS performance specifications must address issues with sample
interfaces, pollutant analyzers, and diluent analyzers that do not exist for COMS. The National
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPs) for Source Categories also define
CEMS and COMS separately. CEMS are systems that can sample, condition, analyze, and
record emissions, whereas COMS are simpler systems that can only measure opacity. The
NESHAPs also distinguish between the two systems in discussing the timing of monitoring
cycles and calibration requirements, and may require installation of one, both, or neither of these
monitoring systems. Due to the operational and regulatory differences between CEMS and
COMS, EPA's underlying rationale for requiring Tier 4 reporting at facilities that operate CEMS
does not apply to facilities that only operate COMS. As noted above, EPA's rationale for
requiring facilities with CEMS that do not monitor CO; to "upgrade" to CO, CEMS is that the
"incremental cost" will not be unduly burdensome because they are "already required to install,
certify, maintain, and operate CEMS and to perform ongoing QA testing of the existing
monitors." 74 Fed. Reg. at 16483. Those assumptions do not hold true to facilities that only
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operate COMS. Instead of bearing only the "incremental cost" of upgrading existing CEMS
equipment, COMS-only facilities would functionally start from the same position as a facility
with no continuous monitoring apparatus at all. [Footnote: See Exhibit A in DCN EPA-HQ-
OAR-2008-0508-0492.1 for a cost Quotation and Scope of Work prepared by CEMTEK
Environmental for Orrville Municipal Utilities. As detailed in that quotation, the up-front cost of
installing a single CO, CEMS at a facility that already possesses COMS is expected to total
approximately $250,000.] Thus, the end result of mandating Tier 4 monitoring at COMS-only
facilities would be imposition of the "undue burden" EPA acknowledges it is trying to avoid. To
eliminate any remaining ambiguity in the rule, AMP-Ohio requests express confirmation that the
Proposed Rule, as written, does not mandate Tier 4 reporting at sources that only operate COMS.

Response: EPA has added language to the final rule clarifying that only sources meeting all of
the requirements in §98.33(b)(4)(i1) or (iii) will be required to use Tier 4 methods. Sources
operating only COMS, therefore, will not be required to use Tier 4. EPA does not believe that
any further language is necessary to address this issue.

Commenter Name: J. Southerland

Commenter Affiliation: None

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0165
Comment Excerpt Number: 17

Comment: For simple combustion of carbon based fuels, stoichiometric calculations should
always be acceptable for emissions values. One atom of carbon always will produce one
molecule of carbon dioxide. The mass of carbon in any given fuel is usually known very
precisely.

Response: See the Preamble, Section II. L., for the response on the general monitoring
approach. EPA's Tier 3 approach is based on the fuel carbon content as suggested by the
commenter.

Commenter Name: Helen A. Howes

Commenter Affiliation: Exelon Corporation

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0373.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 22

Comment: Exelon supports the monitoring and emissions calculation methodologies proposed
for stationary combustion. We feel these requirements are largely consistent with the Acid Rain
Program requirements and successfully build on the monitoring and emissions quantification

approaches of this program.

Response: EPA appreciates your support and thanks you for your comment.
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Commenter Name: Jerry Call

Commenter Affiliation: American Foundry Society (AFS)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0356.2
Comment Excerpt Number: 9

Comment: AFS agrees with EPA that facilities may quantify CH4 and N,O emissions from fuel
combustion using default emission factors or as an alternative to consider them de minimis and
ignored completely. By EPA's admission, the option of requiring periodic stack testing was too
costly for the small improvement in data quality and the emissions from stationary combustion
source are relatively low compared to CO, emissions.

Response: EPA appreciates the comment, and has retained in the final rule the provision to
report CH4 and N,O from stationary combustion sources based on fuel-specific emission factors.
EPA believes that this approach strikes an appropriate balance between minimizing the burden
on reporters and obtaining valuable GHG emission data. EPA has, however, revised the final
rule to exempt from reporting CH4 and N,O emissions from fuels for which the rule does not
provide emission factors, and has deleted the provision allowing the owner or operator of a
facility to develop site-specific emission factors for such fuels. EPA believes that this change
will reduce the reporting burden on facilities.

Commenter Name: Susan Amodeo Cathey

Commenter Affiliation: Air Liquide USA, LLC

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0464.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 5

Comment: The proposed rule imposes the Tier 4 calculation methodology on sources meeting
the conditions specified under §98.33(b)(5)(ii). As worded, it appears any one of the (A), (B),
(C), or (D) conditions would result in the Tier 4 method being required. Table C-1 appears to
indicate that Tier 4 is required only for Solid Fossil Fuel fired units > 250 mmBTU/hr (meeting
other criteria, as well) and that Gaseous Fossil Fuel fired and Liquid Fossil Fuel fired combustion
units are required to use no more rigorous than Tier 3 methods. The current language of
§98.33(b)(5)(i1) would imply any of the conditions described in §98.33(b)(5)(i1)(A), (B), (C) or
(D) trigger the Tier 4 method requirement. EPA should clarify the requirement to employ the
Tier 4 calculation method. Resolve the apparent discrepancy between the intent to limit Tier 4 to
only Solid Fossil Fuel fired combustion units, per Table C-1 of the Preamble, with the actual
imposition of Tier 4 described under §98.33(b)(5)(ii). Specifically, conditions (A), (B), (C), and
(D) should be separated by the word "and" - absent that, an implied "or" would force this
calculation method on many other combustion units for which it was not intended.

Response: EPA acknowledges the commenter's concerns regarding Tier 4 applicability. EPA

has revised §98.33(b)(4)(ii) of the final rule to clarify that all criteria must be met before Tier 4 is
required.
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Commenter Name: Kerry Kelly

Commenter Affiliation: Waste Management (WM)

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0376.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 5

Comment: As the WCI recognized, the substantial costs to implement Tier 4 methodology are
very difficult to justify since the Tier 2 methods provide CO; emissions of sufficient accuracy.
All of Waste Management's sixteen Wheelabrator MWC facilities have state-of-the-art wet or
dry extractive Part 60 CEMs that use O, for diluent correction. None of the facilities have stack
gas flow monitors, only two have Part 60 certified CO, CEMS, and half of the facilities have
dry-based CEMS without moisture monitoring. Consequently, for WM and most, if not all, other
large MWCs nationally, extensive CEM retrofits would be required to comply with Tier 4
including: installation of stack flow monitors; installation of moisture monitors for dry based
systems; installation of CO; analyzers and integration into existing CEMs; plant modifications
and integration including: installation of stack flow monitor ports, signal and power wiring,
wiring tray or conduit and new access platforms (depending on suitable flow monitor location);
new CEM data systems for automatic data substitution and reporting; and initial certification of
flow monitoring systems and CO, analyzers. Based upon cost estimates from our approved
CEMS equipment vendors, we estimate WM's costs of installation would range up to $4.5
million, with annual operating costs of a half a million dollars. Further, the purchase,
installation, startup and certification process for the new equipment would likely delay reporting
of 2010 emissions data collection and subsequent reporting.

Response: EPA's estimates of monitoring costs are averages and may not represent the actual
cost in individual circumstances.

Please see the response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0544.1 excerpt 4 for additional
information related to methodologies for MSW combustion.

EPA believes that it is appropriate to require the use of CEMS on the largest MSW combustion
sources and any smaller MSW combustion source which already has CO, concentration
monitors and stack gas volumetric flow rate monitors in place. EPA has, however, clarified that
all of the criteria in §98.33(b)(4)(ii) or (iii) must be present to require the use of Tier 4. The
commenter should note that, where all of the monitors necessary for Tier 4 have not been
installed and certified by January 1, 2010, emissions may be reported for 2010 using either Tier 2
or Tier 3. Tier 4 must then be used starting January 1, 2011.

Commenter Name: Susan Amodeo Cathey

Commenter Affiliation: Air Liquide USA, LLC

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0464.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 4

Comment: The proposed rule defines the applicability of the alternate calculation method
"tiers" based on combustion unit size and availability of data, with a general trend to require
more rigorous calculation methods (e.g. increasing from Tier 1 to Tiers 2, 3, and 4) for higher
operating capacity units and facilities that currently employ certain process or emission
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measurements. This push for more rigorous calculation methods is made without regard for the
underlying accuracy of the calculation method or the quality and completeness of existing
process or emission measurement, or the cost of the necessary measurement equipment or
practice. The result is a rule that often requires a costly, laborious measurement/calculation
method that does not improve the accuracy or completeness of the emission estimate. In many
instances, less rigorous calculation methods (e.g., "lower" Tiers) will yield comparable (or
better) accuracy emission estimates, with higher reliability and at lower cost. EPA should clarify
the applicability of the alternate combustion emission calculation methods. In particular: 1.
Allow use of the Tier 1 method for units of any size (currently restricted to units < 250
mmBTU/hr or less), particularly for standard fuels of commerce such as natural gas, LP gas and
fuel oils, where billing-quality consumption data is accurate and readily available and the default
HHYV and CO, emission factors are well known constants (as noted in the Preamble for the
proposed rule - natural gas carbon content is always within 1% of the default ratio). 2.
Recognize that a source's current practices of occasionally characterizing fuels for HHV or
carbon content does not necessarily constitute having data "available" consistent with the
compliance expectations of Tiers 2 and 3. Where Tiers 2 or 3 would be required, existing fuel
characterization may not be according to the specified analytical methods or at the required
frequency. Do not require Tier 2 or 3 where data fully meeting the defined compliance
expectation is not currently being obtained.

Response: See the Preamble, Section II. L., on General Monitoring Requirements for the overall
rationale for methodologies required under this rule, and the response to comment EPA-HQ-
OAR-2008-0508-0909.1 excerpt 4 and EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0580 excerpt 10 for the
rationale for methodologies required under Subpart C.

EPA disagrees with the commenter's suggestion of allowing Tier 1 reporting for all facilities and
the claim that more rigorous methods do not improve accuracy. Methodologies that reflect the
variability of fuels across units and facilities through sampling and measurement are more
accurate than methodologies that do not account for this variability (General Stationary
Combustion Technical Support Document, EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0004). The gains from
measurement vary by fuel type (i.e., heterogeneity of carbon content and heat rate is lower in
some fuels) and the final rule accounts for this difference by varying the requirements for units,
with due consideration of burden and cost.

EPA did not choose to adopt a simplified calculation method approach (e.g., using default
emission factors) for all units because the data would be less accurate than under the selected
option and would not make use of site-specific data that many facilities already have available
and refined calculation approaches that many facilities are already using. EPA has, however,
expanded the use of the Tier 2 calculation methodology based on fuel heating value to units of
any size in which the only fossil fuels combusted are pipeline quality natural gas, and/or distillate
oil, in view of the homogeneous nature of these fuels. EPA believes that the final rule makes it
clear that a unit will only be required to use Tier 2 (if it otherwise qualifies for Tier 1) if the
owner or operator routinely performs fuel sampling and analysis for the fuel high heat value or

routinely receives the results of HHV sampling from the fuel supplier at the minimum frequency
specified in §98.34.
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Commenter Name: Mike Aire

Commenter Affiliation: Newmont Mining Corporation (NMC)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0378.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 4

Comment: Newmont requests more details on how a facility boundary is determined.

Response: In response to the comment, the Agency does not believe any additional language is
needed to clarify the definition of "facility." The use of the term in this part is addressed in §98.6
of the final rule with a detailed description of its meaning. The explanation provided states that
"Facility means any physical property, plant, building, structure, source, or stationary equipment
located on one or more contiguous or adjacent properties in actual physical contact or separated
solely by a public roadway or other public right-of-way and under common ownership or
common control, that emits or may emit any greenhouse gas. Operators of military installations
may classify such installations as more than a single facility based on distinct and independent
functional groupings within contiguous military properties."

Commenter Name: Kerry Kelly

Commenter Affiliation: Waste Management (WM)

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0376.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 2

Comment: EPA's most recent national GHG inventory (Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas
Emissions and Sinks: 1990 - 2007, April 2009) reports WTE facilities emit very small amounts
of GHG relative to other electricity producing sources. Municipal waste combustors account for
only 0.34 percent of total CO, equivalent emissions from all Energy Related Activities (20.8 Tg
COze from a total of 6170.3 Tg CO,e from the entire source category) and only 0.55 percent of
total CO,e emissions from the Combustion Source sector in EPA's proposed reporting rule.
Based on WTE's relatively small contribution to GHG emissions in their sector, WM suggests
that more flexible and cost effective GHG reporting requirements are appropriate and would
result in data of sufficient accuracy and reliability to meet EPA's needs.

Response: The commenter did not make a specific suggestion for revised reporting
requirements. EPA believes that it is appropriate to require the use of CEMS on the largest
MSW combustion sources and any smaller MSW combustion source which already has CO,
concentration monitors and stack gas volumetric flow rate monitors in place. EPA has, however,
clarified that all of the criteria in §98.33(b)(4)(ii) or (iii) must be present to require the use of
Tier 4.
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Commenter Name: Stephen E. Woock

Commenter Affiliation: Weyerhaeuser Company

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0451.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 2

Comment: We direct EPA's attention to the unnecessary burden (and counter-productive
emergence of a potentially substantial carbon footprint from a new national sampling and testing
program) of making frequent direct measurements of carbon content or heat content of fuels for
stationary combustion sources when the requisite accuracy can be achieved, as allowed under
most GHG reporting systems, by use of activity data, emissions factors and engineering
calculations, which EPA outlines in the Tier 1 requirements.

Response: See the Preamble, Section II. L., on General Monitoring Requirements for the overall
rationale for the methodologies required under this rule, and the response to comment EPA-HQ-
OAR-2008-0508-0909.1 excerpt 4 and EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0580 excerpt 10 for the
rationale for methodologies required under Subpart C.

EPA disagrees with the commenter's suggestion of allowing Tier 1 reporting for all facilities.
EPA did not choose to adopt a simplified calculation method approach (e.g., using default
emission factors) for all units because the data would be less accurate than under the selected
option and would not make use of site-specific data that many facilities already have available
and refined calculation approaches that many facilities are already using. Methodologies that
reflect the variability of fuels across units and facilities through sampling and measurement are
more accurate than methodologies that do not account for this variability. The gains from
measurement vary by fuel type (i.e., heterogeneity of carbon content and heat rate is lower in
some fuels) and the final rule accounts for this difference by varying the requirements for units,
with due consideration of burden and cost.

However, the commenter should note that the mandatory fuel sampling and analysis
requirements for Tiers 2 and 3 have also been considerably revised in order to reduce the burden
on reporters. §98.34 of the final rule requires that natural gas be sampled semiannually. For fuel
oil and coal, a representative sampling is required for each fuel lot, i.e., for each shipment or
delivery. For other liquid fuels and biogas, quarterly sampling is required. For other solid fuels,
excluding municipal solid waste, weekly composite sampling with monthly analysis is required.
For other gaseous fuels, the daily sampling requirement has been retained, but only for facilities
with existing equipment in place that is capable of providing the data. Otherwise, weekly
sampling is required. The final rule also clarifies that fuel sampling and analysis data provided
by the supplier may be used in the emission calculations.

Commenter Name: Randal G. Oswald

Commenter Affiliation: Integrys Energy Group, Inc.
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0569.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 2

Comment: The measurement of distillate oil or natural gas fuel flow meters in Subpart C should
include fuel flow meters that measure mass flow. Similarly the calculations methods should
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include equations for the use of fuel flow meters that measure mass flow. It seems that Subpart
C, Tier 3 methodology presumes that the quantity of liquid or gaseous fuel combusted is directly
measured as a volume of liquid or gaseous fuel. Fuel flow meters may directly measure volume
or mass of fuel combusted. The Tier 3 methodology should be expanded to account for either
type of fuel flow meter.

Response: EPA has added language to Subpart C, allowing the use of fuel flow meters that
measure mass flow rates for liquid fuels, provided that the fuel density is used to convert the
readings to volumetric flow rates. For most fuels, the reporter must determine the density of the
fuel using the methods provided, though default densities for certain fuel oils have been
provided.

Commenter Name: Michael E. Van Brunt

Commenter Affiliation: Covanta Energy Corporation
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0548.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 2

Comment: The Proposed Rule would require EfW facilities to install new equipment and
initiate new operating and testing procedures to implement the Tier 4 methodology as currently
written. The increased cost would not increase the quality of data but it would increase the
operating cost borne by the owner, often municipalities. The EfW facility is a small source of
GHG emissions due to the combustion process but it is a GHG mitigation technology on a
lifecycle assessment basis.

Response: Please see the response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0544.1 excerpt 4 for
a discussion of the requirements for units combusting MSW.

EPA believes that it is appropriate to require the use of CEMS on the largest MSW combustion
sources and any smaller MSW combustion source which already has CO, concentration
monitors and stack gas volumetric flow rate monitors in place. EPA has, however, clarified that
all of the criteria in §98.33(b)(4)(ii) or (iii) must be present to require the use of Tier 4.

Commenter Name: Randal G. Oswald

Commenter Affiliation: Integrys Energy Group, Inc.
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0569.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 1

Comment: Subpart C, Tier 4 monitoring methods should include the option to employ 40 CFR
part 75 Appendix D and G excepted monitoring methods for distillate oil and natural gas fired
combustion units of any size. Under subpart D-Electricity Generation of the proposed rule, Acid
Rain Program (ARP) affected units shall continue to monitor and report CO, mass emissions in
accordance with the monitoring requirements of 40 CFR Part 75. ARP affected units must install
CO; or O; and flow continuous emission monitors (CEMS). However, for certain distillate oil
and natural gas ARP affected units, excepted monitoring methods may be used in lieu of CEMS.
The excepted method of 40 CFR Part 75 Appendix D and Appendix G yield hourly or daily CO,
emissions acceptable for the Mandatory Greenhouse Gas Reporting Rule. Electrical Generating
Units not affected by the ARP monitor CO, emissions under a four tiered system of Subpart C of
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the proposed rule. Distillate oil and natural gas units may elect to employ Tier 4 monitoring
methods. Tier 4 only allows CO, or O, and flow CEMS which are quality assured in accordance
with 40 CFR Part 75 requirements. Not included in the Tier 4 monitoring methods of Subpart C
are the excepted monitoring methods found in 40 CFR Part 75. It seems only logical that if the
Part 75 excepted monitoring methods are satisfactory for measuring, reporting, and quality
assuring CO; emissions from ARP affected units, then the Part 75 excepted methods are
satisfactory for measuring, reporting, and quality assuring CO, from non-ARP affected units.

Response: The commenter should note that EPA has added alternative methods for units that
report data to EPA according to Part 75, which allow certain oil- and gas-fired units to use
methods from Appendices D and G to Part 75. See §98.33(a)(5) of the final rule.

Commenter Name: Mike Aire

Commenter Affiliation: Newmont Mining Corporation (NMC)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0378.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 1

Comment: Sample Frequency of Carbon Content "For gaseous fuel combustion, EPA
considered calculation methodologies based on an assumption that all gaseous fuels are
homogeneous. However, the Agency decided against this approach because the characteristics
of certain gaseous fuels can be quite variable, and mixtures of gaseous fuels are often
heterogeneous in composition. Therefore, the proposed rule requires daily sampling for all
gaseous fuels except for natural gas." Specifically, Newmont requests EPA treat propane as a
homogeneous fuel. Newmont uses propane in our Carlin roaster during the winter months. Our
propane is stored in two large tanks. Each tank is a homogeneous mixture of propane that does
not change day to day. Each tank supplies gas to our roaster for one to two weeks. Once a tank
reaches a low level set-point, supply is switched to the other tank. Since the gas in a tank is
homogeneous, Newmont recommends sampling frequency be reduced to sampling each tank
upon filling rather than daily. The daily carbon content sampling requirement for gaseous fuels
seems overly onerous and it is recommended that sampling requirements for these fuels be
required monthly, consistent with requirements for other fuels. The Draft Rule requires monthly
carbon content sampling for natural gas, solid and liquid fuels. Newmont requests that EPA
lower the requirement for sampling non-gaseous fuels to new deliveries rather than monthly in
order to pinpoint the onset of fuel parameter variations.

Response: EPA has provided a default emission factor (kg CO,/mmBtu) and HHV
(mmBtu/gallon) in Table C-1 for propane.

Commenter Name: Lorraine Krupa Gershman

Commenter Affiliation: American Chemistry Council (ACC)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0423.2
Comment Excerpt Number: 47

Comment: EPA has requested comment on integrating fuel supplier requirement for HHVs and
carbon content for Tier 1 and Tier 2 methodologies, which was not proposed. ACC recommends
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that EPA should require that the fuel supplier provide data for measured HHV and carbon
content for all fuels in commerce. Requiring the fuel supplier to provide this information instead
of the fuel users eliminates unnecessary duplication of analysis of the same fuel by multiple
users. For example, one fuel supplier might supply many units within an industrial area, and
requiring the fuel supplier to provide the data would reduce the number of required analyses
correspondingly. In addition, when making this change, EPA should then alter the requirements
in §98.34(c) and (d) such that operators of stationary combustion devices do not need to obtain
fuel analytical data when it is required to be provided by the fuel supplier.

Response: The final rule clarifies that fuel sampling and analysis data provided by the supplier
may be used in the emission calculations. However, EPA has not required fuel suppliers to
provide HHV and carbon content data to facilities, as it is the source's responsibility to determine
emissions, and it is the role of private sector transactions to specify the terms of information
conveyed with fuel purchases. Fuel suppliers have their own reporting requirements in other
subparts.

Commenter Name: Kerry Kelly

Commenter Affiliation: Waste Management (WM)

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0376.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 1

Comment: The MRR proposes to require all municipal waste combustors (MWC) with a
maximum rated input capacity of greater than 250 tons per day of MSW to use the Tier 4
calculation methodology. This requirement is problematic as it does not reflect current
regulatory requirements nor best management practices for MWCs; will be very costly and
onerous for these small GHG emitters; and will not result in commensurate enhancements in
reporting accuracy. Further, the GHG emission calculation methodology imposed on MWCs is
out of proportion to the sector's relative GHG emissions when compared to other electricity
generators. As we note below, other GHG reporting programs allow MWCs to use the Tier 2
calculation methodology. In fact, EPA proposes in the MRR to allow fossil fuel-fired, stationary
combustion sources with far greater GHG emissions than MWCs to use the Tier 2 calculation
methodology. We urge the Agency to reconsider requiring MWCs to use the Tier 4
methodology and recommend that MWCs use a modified Tier 2 methodology analogous to the
Title V program methods used for annual reporting of criteria pollutants and hazardous air
pollutants (HAP).

Response: Please see the response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0544.1 excerpt 4 for
an explanation of the requirements for units that combust MSW.

EPA believes that it is appropriate to require the use of CEMS on the largest MSW combustion
sources which already have CO; concentration monitors and stack gas volumetric flow rate
monitors in place. EPA has, however, clarified that all of the criteria in §98.33(b)(4)(ii) or (iii)
must be present to require the use of Tier 4. EPA believes that it is appropriate for MSW
combustion units to use ASTM D6866-06a and D7459-08 on a quarterly basis to determine the
relative proportions of biogenic and non-biogenic CO, emissions from the MSW combusted.
Where Tier 2 is used, EPA has provided for MSW combustion units to determine total CO,
emissions from the amount of steam produced, boiler design, and a default CO, emission factor.
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EPA believes that this is more appropriate than determining site-specific factors during annual
testing. Where Tier 4 is used, CO; emissions are determined using a CO, concentration monitor
and a stack gas volumetric flow rate monitor. Biogenic emissions for the MSW combustion unit
are then calculated by multiplying the total CO, emissions for the year, determined using Tier 2
or 4, by the fraction of biogenic emissions, determined using the ASTM methods.

Commenter Name: Chris Hornback

Commenter Affiliation: National Association of Clean Water Agencies (NACWA)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0566.1

Comment Excerpt Number: 12

Comment: NACWA recommends that EPA provide additional flexibility and guidance for
using actual emissions data to calculate emissions. Many of the factors included in the proposal
could be debated or changed, and NACWA believes that many POTWs may have additional
information on their combustion units that could provide for more accurate estimates. For
example, a number of POTWs will be conducting tests to determine N>O emissions associated
with the burning of biomass. POTWs should be allowed to use the results from these tests to
determine their emissions, rather than using the default heating values and emission factors
provided by EPA to calculate emissions.

Response: For simplicity and consistency, EPA will require use of specified default values for
CH4 and N, O, and the Agency has expanded the number of fuels with default CH4 and N,O
emission factors.

Commenter Name: Jerry Call

Commenter Affiliation: American Foundry Society (AFS)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0356.2
Comment Excerpt Number: 7

Comment: In reference to proposed section 98.33(a)(1), EPA should allow use of site specific
fuel analysis information that would be more representative of fuels combusted than the default
values and may be available less frequently than monthly for both Tier 1 (use of the Table C-1
default values) and Tier 2 (use of monthly analyses) methodologies. Sections 98.33(a)(2) and (3)
of the proposed regulation, requires monthly analyses of fuels for Tier 2 and 3 (periodic
determination of the carbon content of the fuel use 40 CFR part 98 and direct measurement)
methodologies. Pipeline quality natural gas and liquid fuels meeting a purchase specification
typically do not vary significantly over time. Accordingly, a single analysis or supplier analysis
should be adequate. By allowing these more flexible methodologies, EPA can lower compliance
and reporting costs and, therefore, minimize the regulatory burdens associated with this proposed
rule.

Response: The mandatory fuel sampling and analysis requirements for Tiers 2 and 3 have been

considerably revised. EPA agrees with the commenters that for a homogeneous fuel such as

pipeline natural gas, monthly sampling is not necessary. For other fuels such as oil and coal,

which are delivered in shipments or lots, requiring monthly sampling may be impractical; new
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fuel lots or deliveries may not be received on a monthly basis. Therefore, §98.34 has been
revised to require that natural gas be sampled semiannually. For fuel oil and coal, a
representative sampling sample is required for each fuel lot, i.e., for each shipment or delivery.
For other liquid fuels and biogas, quarterly sampling is required. For other solid fuels, excluding
municipal solid waste, weekly composite sampling with monthly analysis is required. For other
gaseous fuels, the daily sampling requirement has been retained, but only for facilities with
existing equipment in place that is capable of providing the data. Otherwise, weekly sampling is
required. To simplify the emission calculations in Tiers 2 and 3, arithmetic averaging of HHV
and carbon content data is permitted if these data are obtained at least at the minimum frequency
specified in §98.34, but less frequently than monthly (see §98.33(a)(2)(ii)). If sampling is more
frequent, the reporter must calculate a weighted average according to Equation C-2b. However,
regardless of the sampling frequency, the owner or operator must use the results of all available
valid fuel analyses in the emissions calculations. EPA believes that these revised requirements
provide the flexibility the commenter requested.

Commenter Name: Robert P. Strieter

Commenter Affiliation: The Aluminum Association

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0350.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 2

Comment: Although the Aluminum Association agrees that the GHG reporting rule should
include direct emissions from significant combustion sources within a facility, it has some
concerns with the approach proposed in the rule. Specifically, the proposed tiered reporting
protocol included is overly complex and burdensome. In effect, many facilities with various
sized combustion units will have to comply with an array of reporting tiers at the process unit
level that are complex and expensive to conduct. The complexity of the additional carbon
content measurements and heating value measurements will add recordkeeping burdens and
costs that are incommensurate with the small potential increase in GHG emission accuracy that
could be obtained. This is especially true for gas and liquid fuels that have relatively constant
carbon contents. We propose revising to the proposed rule to require only for tier one reporting
of gaseous and liquid fuels, and to allow tier two and three reporting only when the reporting
facility desires to conduct the additional reporting tiers as an opt-in effort. The provision for
only tier one reporting should apply at the very least to small and medium size facilities. The use
of fuel specific emission factors for fuel combustion sources is sufficient to meet the goals and
objectives of the reporting protocol and should be incorporated in the proposed rule. Since EPA
has already developed and established such a reporting mechanism under the Climate Leaders
program that has been successfully used by a collection of industries for most of the past decade,
it is reasonable to adopt this proven approach here as well. The Climate Leaders Stationary
Source Guidance is available at the following website: http://www.epa.gov/stateply/documents/
resources/stationarycombustionguidance.pdf. Accordingly, EPA should incorporate the Climate
Leaders stationary combustion source reporting guidance in the mandatory GHG reporting
program for three important reasons: (1) it provides a suitable technical means for reporting that
is accurate and cost effective; (2) it provides continuity with the industries that have been
reporting and will continue to report under the Climate Leaders program, and (3) it is consistent
with international reporting requirements.
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Response: See the Preamble, Section II. L., for the response on the general monitoring
approach.

See the response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0464.1 excerpt 4 for information on
EPA's approach to methodological tiers.

EPA did not choose to adopt a simplified calculation method approach (e.g., using default
emission factors) for all units because the data would be less accurate than under the selected
option and would not make use of site-specific data that many facilities already have available
and refined calculation approaches that many facilities are already using. However, EPA has
significantly expanded the use of Tier 1 and Tier 2 Calculation Methodologies. Most units
combusting only the biogenic fuels listed in Table C-1 may use Tier 1. The 250 mmBtu/hr
restriction on the use of Tier 2 has been lifted for units in which the only fossil fuels combusted
are pipeline quality natural gas and/or distillate oil, in view of the homogeneous nature of these
fuels. However, the 250 mmBtu/hr unit size cutoff remains for units that combust other fossil
fuels.

Commenter Name: Natasha Meskal

Commenter Affiliation: Ecotek

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0346
Comment Excerpt Number: 1

Comment: We would suggest the following standardized units for fuels: Gaseous: mmscf,
Liquid: 1000 gallons, Solid: tons. There are few reasons we are suggesting specific units: Most
of the local Districts collect the fuel usage data in the proposed units — consequently I believe
that a big number of facilities that will be subject to reporting already have tracking systems set
up to track their usage in the mentioned units. If industry (or some of the local governments)
consider the consolidated reporting of criteria, toxics and GHG emissions - it will allow for
easier data transfer and minimize chances for conversion/data entry errors. And the main reason
for suggesting these particular standardized units is the fact that EPA FIRE (most commonly
used compilation of default emission factors on national level) tends to offer default emission
factors either in proposed units or in lbs/heating value. Recently a lot of work/improvements
were done on FIRE. It already contains some GHG default emission factors that I hope, will
soon be greatly expanded.

Response: EPA believes that the units of short tons for solid fuel, standard cubic feet for
gaseous fuel, and gallons for liquid fuel are appropriate. Different companies and industries use
different units, and EPA is unable to standardize across all of them. The units EPA requires are
sufficiently common in usage that EPA does not believe that it will be burdensome for facilities
which track fuel usage in other units to convert to these units for the purpose of calculating GHG
emissions.
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Commenter Name: Carl H. Batliner

Commenter Affiliation: AK Steel Corporation

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0337.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 8

Comment: Steel Industry facilities may have several combustion sources having a maximum
heat input capacity greater than 250 MMBtu/hr. These sources include coke battery underfiring,
slab reheat furnaces, as well as boilers. The sources may be fueled by coke oven gas, blast
furnace gas, and or natural gas. Subpart C requires these sources to utilize Tier 4 methodology
to calculate GHG emissions based on the heat input rating. However, these sources are not
typically equipped with the instrumentation to comply with Tier 4 methodology, and
requirements to install such equipment are contrary to statements elsewhere in the rule that new
monitoring equipment is not required. Utilizing Tier 1 methodology has always been sufficient
for calculating criteria pollutant emissions for emission inventory reporting for combustion
sources. AK Steel believes that it should be sufficient for GHG emission reporting too and
respectfully requests that EPA consider stipulating Tier 1 methodology regardless of the
combustion unit's heat input capacity. The additional cost and burden to implement and operate
Tier 4 methodology does not justify the minimal, if any, benefit gained.

Response: EPA has clarified the criteria for use of the Tier 4 methodology in §98.33(b)(4)(i1) of
the final rule such that all the conditions specificied must be met for Tier 4 to be required.

EPA disagrees with the commenter's suggestion of allowing Tier 1 reporting for all facilities.
See the response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0464.1 excerpt 4 for more explanation
of EPA's approach to methodological tiers.

EPA, however, has significantly expanded the use of the Tier 2 Calculation Methodology for
units that combust only natural gas and/or distillate oil, in view of the homogeneous nature of
these fuels. However, the Tier 3 methodology is still required for large 250 mmBtu/hr units that
combust residual oil, solid fossil fuel, and other gaseous fuels (including coke oven gas and blast
furnace gas).

EPA also has limited the Tier 3 requirement to fuels that make up at least ten percent of the
annual heat input for a unit or group of units.

Commenter Name: Carl H. Batliner

Commenter Affiliation: AK Steel Corporation

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0337.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 7

Comment: In the event that EPA decides not to delete the reporting requirement for coke oven

gas and blast furnace gas combustion for the Steel Industry, EPA needs to consider that

combustion of coke oven gas and blast furnace gas in various sources is a common function.

Subpart C requires the reporting of CH4 and N, O emissions from all combustion sources using

default values for various fuels shown in Table C-3. However, no values are presented for coke

oven gas and blast furnace gas. In addition, we are not aware of any reliable emission factors for
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CH4 and N, O for coke oven gas and blast furnace gas combustion but believe concentrations of
these emissions to be insignificant, if present at all, in the exhaust gases. Accordingly, AK Steel
requests that EPA delete the requirement to include CH4 and N, O emission estimates for coke
oven gas and blast furnace gas combustion sources.

Response: EPA acknowledges the concerns of the commenter. Table C-2 has been revised to
include CH4 and N,O emission factors for more fuels, including blast furnace gas and coke oven
gas, as well as generic emission factors covering all fuel types listed in Tables C-1. EPA has

also deleted §98.33(c)(4), which allowed facilities burning other fuels to develop site-specific
emission factors based on the results of source testing, and revised the rule to require reporting of
CHj4 and N,O emissions only from fuels listed in Table C-2.

Commenter Name: Mark Nordheim

Commenter Affiliation: Western States Petroleum Association
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0228k
Comment Excerpt Number: 3

Comment: The second area I want to talk a little bit about is the use of continuous emission
monitors. We've read and reread the sections in the rule and Preamble that relate to Tier 4. And
certainly several of us see an inconsistency in the Preamble language and the actual language
text. It was kind of interesting, I've worked with the California rule so long I start reading the
rules. My peers start reading the Preamble. And we didn't have the same answer because the
language in the rule specifically says in Tier 4 anybody over, with a heater and boiler over
250,000,000 BTU/hour design capacity has a continuous emission monitor. For us, because we
have in a typical refinery, we will have 50-plus heaters and boilers, some of which have dual
stacks. For Chevron, as an example, that would mean 15 continuous emission monitors that
would have to be installed, which wouldn't essentially be of any value to us in the construct of
the ARB rule or the WCI. We'd have to report those emissions, subtract those from emissions
that come from our central fuel systems. And so we'd end up with spending a lot of money on
continuous analyzers or continuous stack analyzers. We are continuously measuring flow and
would be required to measure our carbon content daily. So we think we can get very accurate
numbers. So I don't know what is right or wrong, the Preamble or the rule. But clearly we
would go forward on the Preamble characterization of the requirement.

Response: EPA acknowledges the commenter's concerns regarding Tier 4 applicability. EPA

has revised §98.33(b)(4)(ii) of the final rule to clarify that all six criteria specified in
subparagraphs (A) through (F) must be met before Tier 4 is required.
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Commenter Name: Scott Evans

Commenter Affiliation: CleanAir Engineering (Clean Air)
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0696.1
Comment Excerpt Number: 2

Form Letter? Yes

Comment: We encourage EPA to consider the use of Predictive Emission Monitoring Systems
(PEMS) for those sources where such systems are approved for use for other purposes or where
they make sense. We feel that a properly designed and calibrated PEMS can provide data that is
as reliable as a CEMS. We recognize that not all sources are good candidates for PEMS but we
do feel that for those that are, PEMS should be allowed. Since EPA has recently promulgated
Performance Specification 16, there exists a mechanism for ensuring any installed PEMS
continues to meet the highest data quality specifications. We feel PEMS should be included in
Tier 4 methodology.

Response: The Agency acknowledges the concerns of the commenters, but has only required
the Tier 4 methodology for large solid fuel-fired units and MWC units that already are required
to have a gas monitor or a stack gas volumetric flow rate monitor, or both. The Tier 4
methodology is being prescribed to large these units because it is difficul to measure fuel
consumption rates. Inclusion of PEMS in Tier 4, as an alternative to CEMS, is inappropriate,
because PEMS are not suitable for use on units that combust solid fossil fuel. Rather, PEMS are
primarily used to estimate NOy emissions from gas turbines, and gas-fired boilers. Under the
Acid Rain Program, EPA has approved the use of PEMS only for these two applications. The
Agency is not opposed to innovative, alternative approaches for estimating CO, mass emissions.
However, the commenter did not provide any supplementary information explaining how a
PEMS could be used to predict CO, mass emissions, or why Tier 4 would be the appropriate
place for this methodology. In view of this, EPA has not incorporated the commenter's
suggested approach into the final rule, but is willing to consider it in a future rulemaking, if the
necessary technical details of the method are provided for Agency review.

Commenter Name: Scott Evans

Commenter Affiliation: Clean Air Engineering

Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-0228¢
Comment Excerpt Number: 3

Comment: The last thing that I would like to comment on is some other technologies in terms
of measurement. The proposal is silent on predictive emission monitoring systems. As you
know, EPA has just come out with a performance specification for PEMS that subjects these
software-based monitoring solutions to the same kinds of QA/QC that continuous emission
monitors are, which may provide an alternative for some sources. I don't want to say that PEMS
are not applicable, I don't believe, to every kind of source. For those that it would be appropriate
for, that might provide an alternative to hardware CEMS that may provide data of high quality.
And, of course, the other thing I mentioned previously is to allow the use of thermo dynamic
modeling to replace or as an alternative, let's say, to direct measurement of coal fuel feed for
those choosing to use the calculation approach.
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Response: The commenter suggests that PEMS may be a suitable alternative to CEMS that can
provide data of high quality. However, PEMS are not suitable for use on units that combu